CONSERVATION COMMISSION
AGENDA

Monday, July 20, 2026 4:30 PM City Hall, Second Floor
Conference Room
Commission Members

Gary Flaherty, Chair Kenneth Bergman

Barbara Richter, Vice Chair Bob Milliken, Alternate

William White Thomas P. Haynes, Alternate
Michele Chalice John Therriault, Alternate
Steven Bill Alexander Von Plinsky, Alternate

1. Call to Order
2. Approval of Meeting Minutes — June 15, 2026

3. NH DES Referral

a) Wetlands Standard Dredge and Fill Application, 21 Route 9 - Applicant Granite
Engineering, on behalf of owner G2 Holdings LLC, proposes to replace a culvert installed
by the previous owner with a new box culvert. The total area of wetland disturbance is
1,205 sf, including 940 sf of permanent impacts and 265 sf of temporary impacts.

4. Report-outs:
a) Greater Goose Pond Forest Stewardship Subcommittee
b) Invasive Plant Species
c) Land Conservation / Easement Monitoring
d) Pollinator Updates

5. Discussion Items
a) Request for Letter of Support re: Neonic Regulations in NH
b) Draft Land Protection Criteria Checklist

6. Correspondence
1) NH DES Notice of Inspection for 65 Cone St.
1) Thank you letter — Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests

7. New or Other Business

8. Next Meeting: Monday, August 17 (City Hall)
9. Adjourn

Link to shared folder: https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/131zbQesczW8YMaem30M-wVS8f6bk7TF4?usp=share_link
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DRAFT

City of Keene
New Hampshire

CONSERVATION COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES
Monday, June 15, 2026 4:30 PM Room 22,
Recreation Center
Members Present: Staff Present:
Gary Flaherty, Chair Mari Brunner, Senior Planner
Barbara Richter, Vice Chair Andy Bohannon, Deputy City Manager (left
Councilor Michele Chalice early)

Steven Bill

Ken Bergman

Bob Milliken, Alternate (Voting)

Thomas Haynes, Alternate (Arrived at 4:32 PM)
John Therriault, Alternate (Voting)

Members Not Present:
William White
Alexander Von Plinsky, IV, Alternate

1. Call to Order
Chair Flaherty called the meeting to order at 4:30 PM.
Connor Corey of Keene was present.

2. Approval of Meeting Minutes — May 18, 2026 & May 19. 2026

May 18, 2026 minutes revisions: Line 75, replace “the buffer following the wetland” with
“impact to the wetland buffer.” Line 210, indicate it was the property adjacent to the vernal
pools, not the property with the vernal pools. Line 159, replace “rough” with “roof.” Line 233,
add “original” before “North Trailhead.” Line 252, change “the group” to “New England
Mountain Bike Association (NEMBA).”

May 19, 2026 minutes revisions: Line 124 replace “City Flaherty” with “Chair Flaherty.” Line
168, replace “seldom” with “observed.”

A motion by Mr. Bergman to adopt the May 18 and May 19, 2026 meeting minutes, as amended,
was duly seconded by Vice Chair Richter. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Corey asked what the meeting is about and Chair Flaherty said the Commission focuses on
things like wetlands and swamps.
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3. Planning Board Referral
a. PB-26-15 - Major Site Plan & Surface Water CUP - Eversource 1.163

Transmission Line - Applicant Normandeau Associates Inc., on behalf of owner
Public Service Company of New Hampshire (d/b/a Eversource Energy),
proposes to replace five existing utility structures along the 1163 Transmission
Line. The proposed work area begins at the southern entrance to the Old
Gilsum Road trail along Timberlane Drive and will continue for ~1-mile to the
north. A Surface Water Protection Conditional Use Permit is requested for
~3,487-sf of impact within the 75-ft surface water buffer to allow for the
installation of timber matting and a temporary gravel access road.

Bill McCloy was present representing Normandeau Associates Inc., who prepared and worked
with Eversource on the Conditional Use Permit application and did the natural resources work
and mapping within the project area. Mr. McCloy did not have anything new to add and
welcomed questions. Chair Flaherty asked for a recap of the project. Mr. McCloy said this
project is the proposed replacement of five utility structures on the L163 utility line located on
Old Gilsum Road. These are wooden structures that have deteriorated over 40 or 50 years, and
they have been inspected and determined that they need to be replaced. The proposed project
would replace them in kind with steel structures. Eversource has done a few other projects over
the last few years, and this is another version of the same thing. He said the project does cross
one delineated wetland within the right-of-way. So, because it will cross through the wetland and
through the 75-foot Surface Water Protection Overlay District buffer, they submitted the
application. There are three types of proposed impacts within either the wetland or the buffer. He
explained the Old Gilsum Road is a Class VI Road that crosses through the utility right-of-way
(ROW) and the wetland currently. He explained that the project is largely proposing to use Old
Gilsum Road as it is because there are existing roads within the transmission line ROW that were
also proposed to be used and some of those are within the buffer, where the wetland is to be
crossed. The applicant proposed to use timber matting for the construction equipment in the wet
areas. Due to the configuration of the existing trails and access roads that are out there,
Eversource is proposing to construct a temporary stretch of access road within the buffer for use
during construction. The area would then be restored following construction, seeded, stabilized,
and allowed to return to certain existing conditions, which is the mowed utility right of way.

Chair Flaherty asked how much disturbance there would be in the wetland bufter. Mr. McCloy
said the proposed disturbance to the buffer is approximately 1,930 square feet. The Chair asked
if that would be repaired after construction and Mr. McCloy said yes. Chair Flaherty asked if
they would be using any particular seed mixes if there is bare ground. Mr. McCloy said the
contractors plan to use an upland restoration mix that they use on just about all their projects
because this is an upland buffer, so they would not just use a wetland mix there.

Mr. Haynes asked about where the timber mats would be placed and protrude into the wetland.
Mr. McCloy showed where they would be used on the map. They would extend from the
roadway into the wetland but not to where it is pooled; existing vernal pools would be avoided.
Mr. Haynes asked about the proposed roadway that would be used and Mr. McCloy said the
issue is that Eversource could not maneuver their equipment on the existing road because it is too
sharp of a corner, so they need another road. When putting the timber mats on Old Gilsum Road,
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Mr. Haynes asked if they would be graded so bikers and walkers can get over them comfortably.
Mr. McCloy said that in the upland areas outside the wetland they usually add a little stone
transition, so it is somewhat smooth enough to drive over and up onto them. Chair Flaherty
called it like an “apron.” Mr. Bill asked if Old Gilsum Road would remain open to the public
during the project for recreation and Mr. McCloy said yes, there would be close coordination
with the Recreation Department regarding all the trails in the area. Jeremy Fennell of Eversource
Energy said the only situation in which the public would have to be delayed, per se, is when the
slower moving construction equipment is taken up Old Gilsum Road but that would only happen
a couple of times. Mr. Bill said he was up on Old Gilsum Road not long ago and noticed
geofabric under parts of it from where parts of the road were washed away. He asked if that
would be disturbed by the construction equipment. Mr. McCloy said their job is to use the road
as is and not to improve it; the Public Works Department does not want it improved.

Deputy City Manager, Andy Bohannon, recalled the petitioner being good partners with the City
on a recent project. Mr. Bohannon said the City does not want the road improved to the level that
vehicles would use (i.e., just nearly able) but he said the significant size of the equipment would
create some rutting. So, some years ago, rip rap was placed along Old Gilsum Road to prevent a
lot of the erosion. He thought that may need a bit of restoration after this to help with erosion. He
cited significant issues with another site at Goose Pond from a logging company. He called what
happened with Eversource the last time a good compromise to stabilize the road in the future. He
thought it had held up well for the five or six years since, to Mr. Bill’s point, and did not think it
was at a significant cost. Mr. Bill said it may not fare well with heavy equipment over it and that
stream goes into Goose Pond, so he cited concern for any impact.

Continuing past the power line, Mr. Bill thought there was a cellar hole. Mr. Haynes thought he
was thinking of a different spot. Mr. Bill asked the petitioner to talk about the disturbance to the
stone wall. Mr. McCloy replied that there may not be. The stone wall is called out on the plans
located near one of the structures that is to be replaced, and the City Engineer commented that if
it needs to be moved for construction, it would have to be surveyed and put back under the
direction of a licensed surveyor. Mr. McCloy said it may not need to be removed. He said the
other option would be for Eversource to protect the wall with timber mats. Mr. Fennell added
that he thinks the wall is a property boundary, so there was no intent to dismantle it at this time.

Councilor Chalice was unclear whether the process Mr. Bohannon described (i.e., rip rap for
erosion mitigation) was being proposed or if the Commission could propose it. Mr. McCloy said
the same thing was mentioned during his pre-application meeting with the Public Works
Department. Councilor Chalice asked if it was in the plan. Mr. McCloy said not specifically.
Councilor Chalice asked for it to be called out specifically and Mr. McCloy said he could
consider something. Mr. Fennell said this was a matter of not proposing additional material but
ensuring with documentation that nothing is in worse condition after construction. Councilor
Chalice recalled the particular materials and sequences Mr. Bohannon mentioned. Mr. Bohannon
said prior to the last Eversource project, there was pretty much bare road, so going up with the
heavy machinery was going to totally rut it. Thus, graded in after was 3/4-inch to 2-inch stone to
prevent the rutting and he said it held up really well; it was sturdy. Chair Flaherty said the stone
is usually lined with geomat. Mr. McCloy was on site the date of this meeting and said it looked
pretty good: there were some water bars and standard practice is to ensure they are in place
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during and after construction. Councilor Chalice wanted to ensure it was all written into the
plans. Mr. McCloy said it could absolutely be written into the plans and Conditional Use Permit
(CUP). He would be sure to call the contractor’s attention to this condition before construction.

Mr. Haynes pointed to a location on the map just into the woods and asked whether the petitioner
saw some early steep ruts. Mr. McCloy said he did not. Mr. Haynes said he brought it up because
approximately one month prior there were Eversource subcontractors working and painting the
bottoms of poles further in on the power lines, and they left pretty deep ruts because it was wet.
He was unsure whether that was something that could be tied into the pre-conditions: if bringing
gravel for the timber mat aprons, could these ruts be adjusted to make it safer for the machines?
Mr. McCloy confirmed on Old Gilsum Road just before the ROW where it is softer.

Mr. Bergman referred to wetland 100 and photos 4 and 5, one of which showed spillover running
between the two parts of the wetland across Old Gilsum Road and the other shows what purports
to be a potential vernal pool. He asked if it was not a confirmed vernal pool. Mr. McCloy said
they performed the delineation in the fall and did not revisit in the spring, so they decided to treat
it essentially as a vernal pool. It had been avoided and they were coordinating with New
Hampshire Fish and Game, who say that any areas within 50 feet of the vernal pool must be
restored to pre-construction conditions. In this case, a lot of that overlaps with the City buffer.
Mr. Bergman noted the Commission is curious about the state of documentation or verification
of vernal pools in the area. Mr. McCloy expected by looking at it that it probably does have flow
through it, but Mr. Bergman said not deeply connected to streams or anything like that. Mr.
McCloy agreed. Discussion ensued about the vernal pool location on the map.

Mr. Bill asked about the foundation for the new towers. Mr. McCloy explained that each
structure is made up of two poles and there is a crossbar at the top (i.e., an “H”). The location of
each vertical pole is drilled with a drill rig, they put a culvert in the hole, they place in the steel
pole structure to the correct depth, pack around the structure with stone, and cap it with some
finer material. Mr. Bill was trying to get a sense of the degree of disturbance involved. Mr.
McCloy said it is fairly minimal. Mr. Fennell said the excavation is only approximately five feet
in diameter and an auger is used to drill the holes. Mr. McCloy showed the black squares on the
plans around the structures, where there will need to be some leveling to set up the bucket truck,
drilling rig, and cranes. Once the project is finished, they restore all of that but leave a 30-foot by
60-foot pad for future access.

Mr. Bergman referred to photo 8, which is a different location than the wetland, and shows two
parallel sets of lines. He asked if those were Eversource lines. Mr. Fennell imagined they were
distribution lines (i.e., lower voltage) that come off the others at some point. Mr. Bergman asked
if this is the line that crosses Court Street from near the Ashuelot River that the Commission
reviewed a few years prior. Mr. Fennell thought it was that one, or a part of the A152 line. Mr.
Bohannon said this line starts at the new substation in Wheelock Park and goes out to the
Ashuelot River, up Court Street, and to Goose Pond. Mr. Bergman said it is the one he was
thinking of. Mr. Bohannon agreed they did significant work on that line a few years prior.
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Mr. Bill asked when the work season would be. Mr. McCloy said the State of New Hampshire
requested that the work occur between the middle of October and middle of April. Eversource
would keep the City informed of when work is occurring.

Mr. Bill asked about invasive species. Mr. McCloy said there do not seem to be many in the area
today. Generally, the best management practices are that the contractors inspect and sweep all
their matting and equipment before they move around, especially if they've been working in
areas with invasives. Mr. Bill asked if they would be bringing much material on site for this
project and if it would be inspected. Mr. McCloy said there would be some crushed stone at
pretty low risk of having seeds in it and they try to use clean stone and matting, equipment
structures, etc.

A motion by Mr. Therriault for the Conservation Commission to support Planning Board
Referral PB-26-15 was duly seconded by Vice Chair Richter, with the following conditions:
1. To restore the road to pre-construction conditions and to document the current condition
of the road prior to the start of construction.
2. To use a pollinator friendly upland seed mix.
3. Invasive species management.

The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Noonan and Mr. Fennell departed.
4. Presentation and Discussion: Pat Russell Park Expansion — Deputy City Manager
Andy Bohannon will review the plans for the expansion of the Pat Russell Park into

the former Findings property, review physical site constraints (e.g., floodplain,
floodway, contamination, etc.), and provide an overview of project funding sources.

Mr. Corey mentioned that he was working on his Scout badge.

The Commission welcomed Deputy City Manager, Andy Bohannon, who first mentioned that
the Natural Resource Storage Program would be at the Recreation Center for 9-12 weeks. It is
application based, so he encouraged acting early.

Deputy City Manager Bohannon stated that he had received Vice Chair Richter’s email the
previous Friday and had read and understood her questions. He then provided background on the
project funding and site constraints. The City received $225,000 from the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF), a federal program administered through the State of New
Hampshire, for park improvements. The grant was awarded for the skate park development and
required a 50-percent local match. The skate park itself was constructed for approximately
$300,000, with additional funding intended for related site improvements. Mr. Bohannon
explained that the City also received a $117,000 grant for demolition of the former Findings
property. When the demolition project was bid, the cost came in at approximately $240,000,
significantly higher than the original estimate. The City worked with the State Parks Bureau to
reallocate $100,000 from the skate park site-work funding, while preserving the funding used for
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the skate park itself, to help meet the demolition cost. After the additional funding was identified,
the project was rebid and came in below the earlier bid amount.

Mr. Bohannon said the initial environmental review did not identify significant concerns.
However, when the former employee parking area near Beaver Brook was removed, more
contamination was found than anticipated. Terracon Environmental, which had performed earlier
work on the site in 1994, was retained because of its familiarity with the property. After
additional testing was requested by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services
(DES) in October 2025, the City completed further testing and received the full report in
February 2026. Mr. Bohannon explained that the original concept included a parking lot,
community space, and related improvements, such as a walkway. When the demolition funding
needs changed, the parking lot was initially removed from the plan and replaced with a required
walkway connection near the skate park and Pat Russell Park. Later, because DES required the
contaminated area to be encapsulated, the City considered relocating the parking lot over that
area. He noted that this would place the parking closer to Beaver Brook than originally intended.

Mr. Bohannon said Vice Chair Richter raised concerns about the proposed location, including its
proximity to Beaver Brook. In response, the City reviewed ways to reduce the amount of
pavement, including removing two or three parking spaces, noting it could not be moved off of
the contaminated area. There was a conversation about changing the material, but it is strongly
felt it should remain asphalt. The concept was also discussed by the Municipal Services,
Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee, where suggestions included adding a bike lane and bike
parking. However, Mr. Bohannon acknowledged that those additions would increase impervious
surface. After reviewing Vice Chair Richter’s comments, Mr. Bohannon said he believed the
City could remove the separate bike lane, use pavement markings and signage within the
driveway for bicyclists and pedestrians, and rely on the curved driveway alignment to slow
traffic. He said this approach would reduce the paved area. He also discussed potential bicycle
amenities, including covered bicycle parking and a repair station. He had explored e-bike
charging options, including whether a solar-powered version was available, but said the vendor
did not currently offer that option and he did not want to bring conduit into the space. He said
they came up with space for a bike shelter and the bike repair; although there is another bike
repair station at the end of Eastern Avenue, the kids at the skate park may use it and he thinks it
would serve a good purpose there. After exploring Vice Chair Richter’s suggestion, the idea is to
take away the bike lane and paint within the driveway bike markings with proper signage and
have it slightly curved to slow traffic.

Mr. Bohannon said this had been submitted and the City could adjust the amount of pavement
included in the project. He said he was interested in working with the neighborhood group,
although they had not yet met, and noted that the City could review potential plantings related to
the rain gardens. He added that Parks and Recreation Director Carrah Fisk-Hennessey was
developing planting plans and suggestions to bring forward for further discussion. Mr. Bohannon
also referenced Vice Chair Richter’s suggestion about exploring additional restoration
opportunities. He explained that when Russell Park was designed, the City did not yet own the
former Findings property, so restoration work could not be extended into that area at the time. He
described a wet area on the site that remains saturated throughout the year and said the existing
restoration area at Russell Park appears to be functioning well. He suggested that a similar
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restoration approach, or an extension of the existing restoration area, could be worth exploring
with various agencies and potential funding sources. He said he was open to considering those
options as the project moves forward.

Mr. Bill said the old contamination goes beyond the proposed parking area to Beaver Brook and
asked what the City plans to do with that area: remove soil or seal it? As of right now, Mr.
Bohannon said the City would have to work with NH DES related to that. It is a “No Rise Area”
(a designated regulatory floodway where rules strictly prohibit any increase in base flood
elevations), so nothing can be added; obviously through plantings the bank could be helped. Mr.
Bill asked about the contamination and how extensive it is. Mr. Bohannon said it is metal
contamination although not through railroad tailings. He said Findings was not an
environmentally friendly company, so it was higher end contaminants like nickel that flowed
right into the Ashuelot River. He said the City is trying to make it better than now. Mr. Bill said
bioremediation seemed to be a way and Mr. Bohannon agreed.

Councilor Chalice was thrilled to hear about some type of overhead structure. She said it is open
and will take years to have any sort of shade there with the hot weather these days. She did not
see that on the Plan and asked if it had not been modified, and there was an unclear response.
Councilor Chalice was also glad to hear there would be a bike trail but no additional pavement
for the bikes. She hoped the rain garden would be a part of the wetland and would acknowledge
the floodplain and plant community there (i.e., detention/retention vs. garden). Mr. Bohannon
thinks the rain gardens are a little different than the pollinator gardens that would be closer to the
surrounding parking lot area. He is happy to continue working with the Commission and
interested people like Councilor Haas, who was present, on this effort. Mr. Bohannon said
fortunately LCFW is not a one-time funding source, so the City can go back at any time in the
future and say it needs to add an additional 50% match (the minimum is $50,000). He said if he
had known in December, he probably could have asked for $125,000 because a lot of
communities are not seeking it and the City has been very successful with it.

Vice Chair Richter said she had spoken with Emily Nichols, who administers the Aquatic
Resource Mitigation (ARM) Fund for the New Hampshire Department of Environmental
Services. Ms. Nichols indicated that installing the parking lot would likely reduce the project’s
eligibility for ARM funding. Vice Chair Richter explained that the ARM Fund may be more
likely to support a broader restoration project that addresses the full streambank and wetland area
together, rather than the parking on the streambank. She noted that ARM funding comes from
developers who pay mitigation fees when their development projects exceed certain wetland
impact thresholds (10,000 sf), and the funds are used for wetland restoration, land conservation,
and protection of parcels with water resources. Vice Chair Richter said the ARM Fund could be
a potential funding source for this project, but that eligibility would need to be considered before
the parking lot is constructed. Mr. Bohannon asked if it has a 50% match and Ms. Richter
thought so; she thought you could rank higher with a match but did not think projects were off
the table without one. She also explained that funding is per watershed, so when there are
impacts to the Ashuelot watershed, the money comes back here. Right now, there is not a lot of
money in that fund. There also used to be site specific ARM funding; it used to be that, if
someone impacted a specific wetland in the City of Keene, the money would go to the City
instead of the state. Vice Chair Richter said that if the City’s “ducks are in a row,” this could be
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an ARM-ready project, noting however that the project must be shovel ready before funding can
be received.

Mr. Bill wondered about a pavilion with solar collectors on it. It did not seem to him like the
parking was that much of an issue. Mr. Bohannon said the parking is an issue because of the
capping. Mr. Bill asked if a building could be used as a cap instead and Mr. Bohannon said no,
the LWCF funding is contingent upon the parking. When the project was originally designed,
there was parking involved and that is what they call the accessibility of the project; if parking is
not there, they will take the $75,000 away. The parking could be bike parking, and he had some
unique ideas for that to reduce the footprint based on what Vice Chair Richter had shared. Ms.
Brunner added that the area is in the floodway, so structures cannot be constructed, even
pavilions (those could be built in the floodplain, with permission).

Mr. Bergman said the purpose of the project is to cap some of the contaminants, but the map
showed some contaminants in the embankment. He wondered if those are moving into the stream
after heavy rains and if the City is monitoring pollutants downstream in the brook from that. Mr.
Bohannon said there are 15 monitoring wells on the site that are tested actively every April but
that does not include the brook itself. Chair Flaherty said a lot of the plans on this are to let it
slowly leech out, so it contaminates little-by-little.

Mr. Therriault assumed the parking would be handicap accessible and Mr. Bohannon said yes.
Mr. Therriault asked about the pollinator area, which did not appear to be designed on this plan
and asked if they could start building that pollinator area this year. Mr. Bohannon said that was
more of a question for the Director of Parks and Recreation, who would be leading it.

As a member of the East Keene Group, Councilor Chalice said that if they had not invited Mr.
Bohannon to speak about this yet, she was asking now. Mr. Bohannon said he was happy to
attend any time.

Vice Chair Richter asked about the bike path that looked like it was expanding and Mr.
Bohannon agreed. Vice Chair Richter also referred to a grey area on the map, which Mr.
Bohannon said was going away. Vice Chair Richter thought it would be nice to keep the
connecting 5-foot walking path in the plan and Mr. Bohannon said it is required.

Councilor Ed Haas of Keene heard Mr. Bill ask about bioremediation and Mr. Bohannon had
replied in the affirmative. Mr. Bohannon did not recall saying that. Discussion ensued about the
meaning of bioremediation and what would be happening in the southwestern corner and on the
bank. Ms. Brunner’s understanding of bioremediation was that the plants grow and need to be
manually cut and placed into hazardous waste. She did not think that was what the City was
planning vs. plantings to help stabilize the bank and prevent erosion. Mr. Bohannon said
anything but Japanese knotweed and briefly explained a situation at Pat Russell Park, in which
the City had to maintain the stream banks for five years, free of knotweed per New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services (DES). It was virtually impossible because it had to occur
manually. He said the City would work within any New Hampshire DES guidelines. Councilor
Chalice said it would be great to hear New Hampshire DES’ newest recommendations because
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pulling knotweed is not the newest recommendation. Discussion ensued about the great job the
City did at Ladies Wildwood Park with the spraying of knotweed.

Councilor Chalice said it sounded like there were still conversations to be had about what
bioremediation or plantings in the area would be helpful. Mr. Bohannon said that was correct.
Chair Flaherty did not want to use the term bioremediation, which implies someone must
manually cut and take it to hazardous waste. Discussion continued.

Councilor Haas asked if there was no way of reconsidering the entire concept and having a better
environment and stream overall, despite losing funding. He said it sounded like that was being
rejected out of hand. Mr. Bohannon said to answer that question very directly, this Conservation
Commission has no authority over this project. The City moved forward with the design that it
thought was going to be good and are going to adjust it as needed.

Vice Chair Richter asked why this did not fall under a Conditional Use Permit, where the
Conservation Commission would have purview for comment on the bank. Ms. Brunner said this
is governmental land use and they do not have to go through the same process. Vice Chair
Richter said they do not have to, but it would be nice if the City followed their own rules. If it
had, she said the Commission would have had a chance to comment before it even went to City
Council. Mr. Bohannon said he heard the Vice Chair and referred to the unfortunate timing of
everything that occurred with responding to DES and getting the proper responses, as he laid out
in the timeline, which he recapped. He only had between the October 31 letter that more testing
was due and the December 9 grant deadline to act. Before that would have been four years ago,
when he presented the original design to the Planning Board and there was no wetland buffer
impact at that time; they moved the parking lot once they found out where the contamination
was. Mr. Bill asked if the Planning Board would refer something like that to the Commission if
they were so inclined. Ms. Brunner said only if it is written into the Planning Board’s regulations
that it goes to the Conservation Commission. The Planning Board does not send things to the
Conservation Commission ad hoc because they want to treat everyone fairly. So, earth
excavation and surface water Conditional Use Permits come to the Conservation Commission. In
all fairness, Mr. Bohannon said that if the City had the opportunity to not put this in this location,
it would not be there. Unfortunately, because of the contaminants, the City needs to solve the
problem.

Councilor Chalice wondered whether it was possible to request an entire study of the Beaver
Brook area, with recommendations, if further projects in the future come that are going to impact
the brook right-of-way. Then, she asked if those projects could be required to come before the
Conservation Commission before those decisions are made in the future and similar tight
timelines are faced. Mr. Bohannon said sometimes there is more community engagement in
some projects, and in this process the engagement was focused on the skaters at the skate park,
not necessarily the rest of the park. He said losing the funding for the Findings demolition
changed everything. Councilor Chalice stated that the East Keene Group is not in favor of any of
the parking.

5. Report-outs:
a. Greater Goose Pond Forest Stewardship Subcommittee
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Mr. Haynes said the spillway bridge dedication was on June 6, 2026 with about 20 people. It was
a nice event that felt really good. The Subcommittee had a working meeting on Friday, June 12
and did trail work.

b. Invasive Plant Species

Mr. Milliken reported that he pulled about 130 wild parsnips at Elm and Court Streets, as well as
some garlic mustard. There is still some more at this location, but he is just monitoring it. He
said the area has everything from Japanese knotweed to multiflora rose, bittersweet, and burning
bush. Mr. Milliken said the scary part is the water there runs down into the Ashuelot Swamp, so
if any of those seeds flow that ways, it is a problem. He had plans to meet with City Planner,
Megan Fortson, the next week because the City’s Energy and Climate Committee is interested in
contributing to this effort.

Upcoming invasive pull dates were June 25, 26, 29, and 30. June 25 at Robin Hood Park and
June 26 at the North Arch Bridge. He would send details for the other two dates. Events are at
the end of the day for more volunteers. The City’s Communications team would do press
releases. Mr. Milliken needed to coordinate with Councilor Williams because he had started
working some of the past sites again this year.

Mr. Milliken also joined the iMaplInvasives free application. It lets him take clear pictures of
where he is, the location, and it maps it out well for him. He said he would try it. He likes it
because it creates a map for him vs. iNaturalist. He was curious whether the maps could be
shared with others; he believed he could build a group that others could join. Others agreed that
it is exciting.

c. Land Conservation / Easement Monitoring

Vice Chair Richter had not performed easement monitoring but drove by some properties and
saw no glaring concerns.

In the meantime, Vice Chair Richter said she finished the Conservation Priority Checklist and
reworked it based on the Land Protection Criteria from the last workshop, so they would better
reflect each other. Councilor Chalice called it exciting. Vice Chair Richter said it should help the
Commission go through the priorities they want to discussion for land purchases.

Councilor Chalice said something like this would have been very helpful when presenting two
parcels to Council recently to communicate why to buy the pieces of land; she said it was very
uncomfortable. She said they did not have that piece to be able to tell them. In the future, Ms.
Brunner said she would try to ensure Mr. Bohannon is there for those things because he is really
helpful. Discussion ensued briefly about how the City’s mapping integrates with GRANIT View.
All agreed this checklist would be very helpful in the future. Councilor Chalice was surprised
that fewer Councilors were on the Commission’s side of the purchase.

Page 10 of 16



441
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486

CONS Meeting Minutes DRAFT
June 15, 2026

Councilor Chalice noted that two Councilors were incessant that there should be an appraisal on
the land. She asked if there are normally appraisals on land the Commission recommends
buying. Ms. Brunner said no, not in her experience. Discussion ensued. Councilor Chalice noted
the state had just passed the legislation last year about development on Class VI roads and
discussion continued about how the property owner knew that. Ms. Brunner said the new law
goes into effect July 1, 2026 with some caveats: the City has to approve a building permit if the
property owner signs a waiver and has it recorded with the registry of deeds, but they also have
to prove that it is insurable. Councilor Chalice said that was the information the real estate City
Councilor was talking about and she reiterated and it was an uncomfortable conversation. Vice
Chair Richter wished she could have been there because it is easy to pull up a lot of the basics.
Everyone agreed they know how they want to move forward. Councilor Chalice said it was
heartening that there were three or four Councilors who stepped in to provide some background
and support.

Ms. Brunner provided an update on the purchase. There was a non-public session during the June
4, 2026 City Council meeting. Ms. Brunner was not present, but Chair Flaherty and Community
Development Director Paul Andrus were. Ms. Brunner sent a memo with maps attached for the
Councilors, but it was not given to them until the moment, so it was a lot of information to look
through. In the end, she said the purchase did pass the City Council. Ms. Brunner said the City
Manager did some negotiating. The person who was selling the properties was hoping the City
would purchase them to keep them away from development. However, the City Manager pushed
back a little because the asking price was based on the assumption that the properties could be
developed, and staff thought the chances of development were low. As a result, the City paid less
than the asking price. Ms. Brunner said she hoped City Council would be happy with that,
although she did not know whether the update had been reported back to them yet. Discussion
continued about whether it may be worth the Commission using the Conservation Land
Acquisition Fund to pay for appraisals in the future, even if they are expensive. Ms. Brunner said
an appraisal would not have been appropriate in this case because it would have been looking at
the market value, which would be changing with the new law. Councilor Chalice knows there is
real sensitivity and frustration on the Council right now because of property taxes and the
downtown work. So, the Chair said it is hard for the Council to hear about spending money.

Discussion ensued about the references to GRANITView on the Checklist. Mr. Bergman
wondered if in some cases you could click on a particular layer, and if they could be consistent
(i.e., “refer” vs. “use”). Vice Chair Richter said that Commissioners could send questions and
suggestions for the Checklist to Ms. Brunner and they could review them at the next meeting.

Mr. Haynes noted that in the past, the Commission went through this Checklist sort of process
without an appraisal. He was not saying it could not change, but it had not been the process.
Councilor Chalice said she understood but had a feeling it could be different in the future. Vice
Chair Richter said it is best practice for land trusts to get appraisals whereas towns can be
different, but the Commission should be prepared to have one if necessary to safeguard public
perception that it is not overpaying. Mr. Haynes said the City Manager had always negotiated in
the past. Mr. Bill also commented on the Commission’s limited annual Budget. Chair Flaherty
said it is an option.
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Mr. Milliken asked if it is possible to put invasive species on GRANITView and Councilor
Chalice knew she could for her clients but said that it is broad and not fine-grained.

d. Pollinator Updates

Councilor Chalice passed around information about the upcoming Pollinator Palooza. She said
she had grown a bunch of common milkweed, which were still tiny babies. At the event, the kids
would help tease out the plants with some water and a tub, then plant each one into a little cup
with holes in the bottom. Their parents would receive a handout based on materials she had
pulled together for workshops at 100 Church Street, which were intended to raise awareness
about milkweed. Councilor Chalice said people hear about milkweed, but it is not always the
most attractive plant. The handout provides additional information, as well as cautions because
milkweed is a poisonous plant, while also explaining that it has all kinds of benefits. She planned
to have the handouts printed two per sheet for parents, and said the Pollinator Palooza would be
held Saturday, June 27, from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM.

Mr. Therriault said he sent Ms. Brunner a picture by email. He explained that on May 29, he
collected a swarm in downtown Keene from the old church across the street from the fire station.
The swarm was located high up near the beginning of the steeple, and it took about four hours to
collect. He said he brought it back home, and it is now living in his backyard and marginally
managed lands. He added that the interesting part is that the mother colony is actually at the back
of that building. He had asked the City if he could use the City’s bucket truck to gain access to
the colony and trap it out so it would not end up throwing another swarm next year. Mr.
Therriault said the request was routed to Public Works, and Public Works said no. As a result,
they missed the eight-day window. He explained that once a swarm issues, the hive is absolutely
queen-less for eight days, and if it can be trapped out during that eight-day window, it is 100
percent successful. After that eight-day window, it is no longer 100 percent successful and
becomes a three-month evolution. He said they were not able to do it, so next year another
swarm would likely come from that hive, and somebody would have to catch it. He said it would
have been nice if the bucket truck could have been used, and he did not understand why that was
not possible. Councilor Chalice thought there could have been all kinds of legal issues for the
City, to their defense. Discussion ensued about who owned the old church. Mr. Therriault
mentioned the hive is inaccessible from the inside because it is trapped between two brick walls.

6. Discussion Items
a. Land Protection Criteria amended May 2026

Ms. Brunner asked whether the amended Land Protection Criteria needed to be adopted by City
Council, and the answer was no. She explained that the City Attorney strongly recommended
that nothing in the document put a requirement on the City Council. She said that was one of the
items that came out of the May 19 workshop. Some wording changes had been made, and there
was a redline version for the Commission to review. She noted changes in the top paragraph. She
said the changes were mostly about making the wording more active, reordering some language,
and phrasing the criteria in the same way as the other listed items.
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Ms. Brunner said most of the discussion had focused on wording at the end of the document. She
said the City Attorney advised that the end language should not have any references to the City
Council unless the Conservation Commission wants the document adopted by the City Council.
One remaining problematic statement was: “The City will consider on a case-by-case basis who
will bear any costs associated with preparing a proposal for land protection.” Discussion ensued
and the Commission revised it to read: “The Conservation Commission will advise on a case-by-
case basis who will bear any costs associated with preparing a proposal for land protection.” The
other passage that needed revising was: “The Conservation Commission’s recommendation to
City Council shall include a description of the natural resources and how the property meets the
criteria in this checklist.” Discussion ensued and the Commission revised it to be: “The
Conservation Commission’s recommendation shall include a written description of the natural
resources and how the property meets the criteria in this checklist.” Discussion ensued briefly
about whether these items can be provided to Councilors in advance of non-public sessions in
their mailboxes and Councilor Chalice said she would inquire further.

Mr. Bergman recalled the Commission talking about the advisability of making certain that
purchase contracts should explicitly note that the property was purchased for conservation
purposes. He wondered if that should be included on this document in some way. Vice Chair
Richter said it is always good to mention that funds are being used to purchase conservation land
and that can go in the deed restriction when the parcel is transferred at the time of purchase.
Some say that devalues it, but it is important to include. Ms. Brunner said this document is the
criteria that the Commission uses to decide whether or not to make purchases. She thought Mr.
Bergman was talking about more of an internal checklist for staff, which would be very helpful.
Councilor Chalice suggested putting that on next month’s agenda (or after).

Ms. Brunner confirmed the City Attorney had not reviewed the document in depth but made
comments. Mr. Haynes asked if she needed to review it before the next meeting, before the
Commission adopts the Criteria. Ms. Brunner did not think that it was necessary for the City
Attorney to review the criteria before the Commission adopted them.

A motion by Chair Flaherty to adopt the redlined changes to the Land Protection Criteria made at
the June 15, 2026 Commission meeting was duly seconded by Councilor Chalice. The motion
carried unanimously.

b. 2026 Commission Budget
i) Donation request from Society for the Protection of NH Forests

Ms. Brunner provided a handout listing all expenses to date during the fiscal year. The original
allocation was $2,000. Expenses to date included:
e $150 donation to the Monadnock-Wantastiquet Trail Coalition
$60 New Hampshire Association of Conservation Commission Conference fee
Bee City USA Sign ($150)
New Hampshire Association of Conservation Commission annual dues ($950)
Bee City USA annual renewal ($200)
Donation to the Ashuelot River Local Advisory Committee ($125)
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Pending expenses on the agenda included:
e A request from the Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests
e A request from Mr. Milliken for two boxes of Husky Contractor Bags at $25/box
e A request from Councilor Chalice for seeds: two pounds of New England conservation
wildlife mix and two pounds of New England erosion control restoration mix for
detention basins and moist sites, those are expensive at $43.50 per pound and $39 per
pound, respectively, plus shipping at $15/1Ib.

Ms. Brunner said that meeting both of Mr. Milliken’s requests would leave $75 for the Society
for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests. Mr. Haynes suggested donating $100 to them. Mr.
Milliken offered to only buy one box of bags to compensate. Ms. Brunner confirmed that math
would work out with $100.03 remaining for the Forest Society.

Discussion ensued briefly about the amount of sand Mr. Milliken would need to mix with the
seeds. It was noted that the City’s sand has salt mixed with it.

The following motion by Mr. Bill was duly seconded by Mr. Therriault. On a vote of 80, the
Conservation Commission unanimously donated $100 to the Society for the Protection of New
Hampshire Forests.

The following motion by Vice Chair Richter was duly seconded by Mr. Bill. On a vote of 80,
the Conservation Commission unanimously spent $24.97 on one box of cleanup bags.

The following motion by Councilor Chalice was duly seconded by Mr. Therriault. On a vote of
8-0, the Conservation Commission unanimously spent $43.50 on two pounds of New England
Conservation Wildlife Mix seeds for a maximum of $87.00.

The following motion by Vice Chair Richter was duly seconded by Councilor Chalice. On a vote
of 8-0, the Conservation Commission unanimously spent $39.00 on two pounds of New England
Control Restoration Mix for Moist Sites for a maximum of $78.00.

¢. Request for Letter of Support re: Neonic Regulations in NH

Councilor Chalice explained that a very brave legislator at the state level tried to pass a law
restricting the use of neonicotinoid pesticides in order to protect pollinators. It did not pass,
which she said was not surprising. However, she said there was a move to have it handled on a
statewide basis through the New Hampshire Division of Pesticide Control. The restrictions could
prohibit the use of neonicotinoids pesticides for landscaping, lawns, turf, or ornamental gardens,
except to control some invasive species. She requested the Commission’s support to prepare a
letter of support for their review. Mr. Therriault asked if it was not a little late in the season.
Councilor Chalice said this was just in the paper this week and she did not know where it was at
in the process. Mr. Therriault meant the timing of the legislature. Councilor Chalice said this was
about the rules for the New Hampshire Division of Pesticide Control, not legislation. Councilor
Chalice said the letter would be very broad. Chair Flaherty said it could be on the next agenda.
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Mr. Bergman understood that sometimes the pesticide is distributed as a coating for seeds.
Councilor Chalice said this has nothing to do with agricultural uses. Mr. Bergman also heard that
it does not affect mammals that much but can affect birds strongly, so he said Councilor Chalice
might want to look into that. She said that would be a part of the argument.

Ms. Brunner noted that she reached out to the City Attorney because this would be the first time
the Conservation Commission would be sending a letter of support or opposition to the state
level. The City Attorney thinks this would need to go through City Council, although in some
situations the Commission can directly advise state agencies. So, this would be sent through City
Council in this instance. Councilor Chalice was fine with it but concerned about the timing of the
lengthy City Council process. Ms. Brunner was unsure it was strictly required. Discussion
ensued about who the letter would be from, i.e., the City or the Commission, and the distinction.
Mr. Haynes thought that came up in the far past when trying to send letters. Councilor Chalice
thought the Commission could try it, see, and they could always say no. Chair Flaherty suggested
writing the letter. Ms. Brunner said the advice was to send it to City Council, if willing.
Councilor Chalice said to send it to the Mayor, who would decide what to do with it.

7. New or Other Business

Mr. Bill wanted to make sure in the grand scheme of things that the City is conserving as much
as it is developing. He was unsure of the balance right now. He thought of the project approved
on Court Street where they essentially bulldozed the trees and whole site, which he did not really
get in the original plan. He had some concerns that he thinks in the future should be conditions
on some of these plans. For example, wiping out all that soil takes hundreds of thousands of
years to redevelop. The Chair said they added several feet of fill toward Court Street. Discussion
ensued about the site and comparable sites.

Vice Chair Richter suggested that the Commission could review the City’s Conservation
Subdivision Ordinance and provide comments. Ms. Brunner said the Court Street project was not
a Conservation Subdivision, which can only happen in Low Density, Rural, and Agricultural
Zones. Low Density is required to have City water and sewer, so she said for a developer, it is
much easier to use the Cottage Court Ordinance, which does not have any sort of set aside
requirement; it does have a certain amount of land area that must remain pervious and green
space based on the underlying zoning district. Mr. Haynes said that does not inhibit clearing
land. Discussion ensued about how the trail at the back of the Court Street property was gone and
the Commission had hoped it would remain.

Mr. Bergman mentioned Keene State College becoming so fed up with developer operations that
they developed the arboretum and brought in Bartlett Tree for the appraised values of large trees
on campus. Then, developers were required to protect as much ground around those trees as
possible and minimize trimming.

Discussion continued about how the Commission thought it specifically had a stipulation that the
Court Street applicant keep the trail. Ms. Brunner said she could ask what the plan is for that but
thought that the developer would need to restore the trail at some point to comply with their site

plan. Mr. Bill asked if they would have to come back for further plans. Ms. Brunner said yes, the
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plan had been to only clear phase one and then only clear phase two and three at later dates, but
in talking to the logging company, they said it would be hard to access phases two and three once
phase one was developed. So, they did it all at once. Ms. Brunner confirmed that the trail was on
their property; it was an old road with a very old stone wall, which Mr. Milliken said was not
impacted, but all the big trees are gone. Mr. Haynes suggested contacting the developer and
asking the plan for that area since it was a part of the initial plans to keep the trail. Ms. Brunner
agreed and felt fairly confident they would restore it because the developer was initially excited
about the trail. Mr. Haynes said to go as far as saying that recreation activities are being
interrupted. Ms. Brunner also noted that the Historical Society is planning to recreate the route
that 300 militia from Keene took to the Battle of Bennington to celebrate the 250™ anniversary of
that battle, which goes along this trail. Discussion continued about the trail.

Mr. Bill said his overall concern is about the amount of conservation the City is doing. Councilor
Chalice said there is huge consternation among several Councilors about the amount of public
land the City currently holds because they are not paying taxes. Vice Chair Richter said there is a
report on www.nhacc.com about the economic benefits of natural areas that she could send
directly to the Council and Ms. Brunner. Mr. Haynes added that a few years prior, Mr. Bohannon
had an economic study from the University of New Hampshire Extension Service that helped
document some of the economic benefits of Goose Pond.

Ms. Brunner said it sounded like Mr. Bill’s concern was about the entirety of a parcel being
developed in certain situations. Being an advisory body to the Planning Board, she said the
Commission could consider if there is a certain parcel size above which a minimum of the land
has to go into conservation (i.e., mimicking Conservation Subdivision). She was unsure what
appetite there would be on the City Council, noting the housing crisis. Councilor Chalice called
it a good suggestion. Ms. Brunner suggested lots above five acres at least 20% in natural area, for
example. The Commission agreed on the value of natural areas for people who live there and
studies on the value of shade.

8. Next Meeting: Monday, July 20 (City Hall)
9. Adjournment

There being no further business, Chair Flaherty adjourned the meeting at 6:50 PM.

Respectfully submitted by,
Katryna Kibler, Minute Taker

Reviewed and edited by,
Mari Brunner, Senior Planner
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D. EXISUNg olie Lonanions

The parcel was developed in the 1940s and 1950s. The timing of the
culvert's installation is unknown, but the dirt road appears visible on
historical photos dating back to 1987. Previous owners used the road, and
the current owner used it during the gravel operation on the abutting

property.

The culvert is located on the first parcel listed below and the dirt road
provides access across five parcels all owned by the same owner:

1. Tax Map 215 Lot 8 is approximately 24.8 acres in area. The parcel is
known as 21 Route 9 in Keene, NH. The portion of the parcel
adjacent to NH Route 9 is developed with multiple buildings and
driveways. The rear of the parcel is a forested area with a single dirt
road that travels east to west through the middle of the parcel.

EXISTING CULVERT #1

The culvert was installed as an 18” HDPE pipe through the wetlands and a
perennial stream. Another 12" HDPE pipe was installed to the northwest of
the wetlands and outside of the wetlands. The culverts provided a
continuous flow from the northern upstream area to the southern

downstream discharge.

A logging road was used over the culverts by the previous owner of the
parcel and continued to be used by the current owner during the gravel
operations on the abutting properties. It appears the culverts were installed
to appropriate construction methods and were able to withstand vehicle

traffic.

150 Dow Street, Tower 2, Suite 421, Manchester, NH 03101
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Keene Conservation Committee Invasive Species Report June 2026

On June 25™ | met the volunteers at Robin Hood Park.
We had 4 volunteers show up. Rep Williams, Mary Ellen Powel, Kelly Cook and Heidi Bukoski.

We 1% worked on the hill/ stream on the north side of the park and removed the small Japanese
Knotweed. This site had been worked on by previous volunteers for the past 4 or 5 years and the plants
we found were very small and easy to pull out of the ground. | did spread some wild seed mix on the
spots that dug up the earth.

We then moved over to the other side behind the pool and pulled many bittersweet vines from the
embankment that had climbed in the trees. We also found multiflora rose and buckthorn. We bagged up
4 large trash bags and left them near the trash cans in the park. | called Friday to let them know we had
left them there.

This suite has another patch of Knotweed and more bitter sweet near the tennis courts. We will need to
set up another day to address that.

On June 26™ we had one volunteer show May Ellen Powell. We addressed the few plants that we saw on
the road going to the bridge. We only found one small buckthorn and a multiflora rose which we pulled
out.

We also came across a lot of trash including used needles. We bagged everything and moved on to the
bridge. | did spread some seed in the spots that had earth pulled.

We chopped off as much of the buckthorn bush on the bridge as we could reach. We found many large
buckthorn trees on the river side near the VFW. We cut them down with a saw and | went back the next
day to cap them with a can.

On June 27% | checked the site on the corner of EIm and Court Street. | drove by and did see some Wild
Parsnips that | missed earlier in the season and they were in bloom. | removed them and walked up
Court Street and found a few more on public property. The source site had many in bloom and |
removed the flower heads and bagged them. If we could get this site on a schedule for earlier mowing it
should help on to get this under control. If the mature plants do not get to go to seed it will help.

So far we have used 5 bags and 2 hand full of the seed sand mix.



Keene Conservation Priorities Checklist

Parcel Tax Map and Lot #

Parcel size:

Property description:

Owner Name: Contact Information:

Financial Considerations:

U Parcel or Conservation Easement (CE) to be donated by owner

QO Significant bargain sale

U Owner needs full appraised value

O Project is eligible for external funding, such as grants (PREP, Mooseplate, LCHIP, etc.)

Other considerations:

U Landowners are willing/interested in supporting conservation and protection of property
U Project is consistent with Master Plan and/or Natural Resource Inventory (NRI) Goals

U Survey available and/or no outstanding family issues/other barriers

U Project is a collaboration with other organizations/towns

U Land is vulnerable to development pressure

Are there any criteria that weigh against moving forward with the project?

The presence of contamination from hazardous materials.

The project presents substantial challenges for perpetual stewardship and monitoring.

The project has or could have significant community opposition.

Protection could be provided in another way or by another organization more effectively.

City staff and commission lack the capacity to take on the project.

City staff and commission lack the funding resources for this project.

Existing or proposed land use or development of abutting properties would be incompatible with the conservation values of the proposed
protected property.

U Questionable title, extensive family issues, unclear property boundaries or encroachment issues

poooooo

How to use the checklist: Use this checklist to identify the HIGHEST priority resources and gather a comprehensive set of data on that resource. The scores
should be used to identify/highlight key features/natural resource values associated with the property being evaluated. This will help to determine the parcel’s
priority for potential funding/acquisition.
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Potential benefit

1. Protect Surface Water Resources

2. Protect Groundwater Resources

3.  Protect Forest Ecology

4. | Protect Ag Resources

5.  Wildlife Habitat Quality
High quality wildlife habitat and
may also contain endangered,
threatened, or rare species or
natural communities.
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Keene Conservation Priorities Checklist

Details and Resources

Refer to GRANIT View

Select Inland Water Resources and then check
Surface Water to see resource

Also Check Southwest Regional Planning
Commission Water Resources

Refer to GRANIT View
Check Inland Water Resources, select Aquifer
Transmissivity

Use GRANIT View

NH Fish & Game’s Wildlife Action Plan Maps
to view the Habitat Land Cover map.

NH Fish & Game’s Wildlife Corridor Maps

Refer to GRANIT View
Check Geological and Geophysical layer and
then select Farmland Soils

Use GRANIT View

Access NH Fish & Game’s Wildlife Action Plan
Maps (WAP) to view the highest ranked
habitats map. Go to Environment and
Conservation — Wildlife Action Plan.

o0 OO

poo0doo0 0Oo0o0dd Doo 0o

Scoring (Yes/Some/No)

Project contains or fronts on the Ashuelot river,
Area is located within 300 feet of a
wetland/steam/ river/ pond;

Surface water and/or wetland present

Project does not afford protection to surface
water supplies

Overlays primary water supply protection area
and/or stratified drift aquifer

Overlays secondary water supply protection area
and/or is adjacent to stratified drift aquifer

Protect slopes with grades greater than 15%
Creates connections to existing unfragmented
forests

Rare natural community

Project area includes a Wildlife Corridor
Project area is adjacent to a Wildlife Corridor

Includes a Prime Agricultural Resource (PAR)
Adjacent to a Prime Ag

Has Statewide or local import soils

Has potential for community garden

Highest Ranked Habitat in the State

or Highest Ranked Habitat in the Region
Supporting landscape in project area;

Rare natural community

T&E species habitat

Project area includes a Wildlife Corridor
Project area is adjacent to a Wildlife Corridor

Y/S/N


https://www.forestsociety.org/sites/default/files/Focus_Areas_largeformat.pdf
https://granitview.unh.edu/html5viewer/index.html?viewer=granit_view
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/www.swrpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Southwest-New-Hampshire-Natural-Resources-Plan-FINAL.pdf
https://www.forestsociety.org/sites/default/files/Focus_Areas_largeformat.pdf
https://granitview.unh.edu/html5viewer/index.html?viewer=granit_view
https://granitview.unh.edu/html5viewer/index.html?viewer=granit_view
https://www.forestsociety.org/sites/default/files/Focus_Areas_largeformat.pdf
https://granitview.unh.edu/html5viewer/index.html?viewer=granit_view
https://granitview.unh.edu/html5viewer/index.html?viewer=granit_view

6.

7.

Page 3

Cultural, Recreational and Scenic

Collaboration and Leverage

Keene Conservation Priorities Checklist

Parcel has historical or cultural features such as
a cemetery, archaeological site, or other
example of heritage. Parcel features scenic
vistas visible from public roadways, public trails
or waterways.

Parcel is owned by landowner interested in
conservation, or has other partners who
would support protection of land

o000 Oooo

More than one such feature exist on the property
One such feature exists on the property

No such features exist on the property

Has Recreation potential

Landowner is interest in protecting the property
Land with ecological value
Land is vulnerable to development
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