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May 18, 2011

John Acken

CDC New Hampshire, LLC

c/o Capstone Development Corp.
431 Office Park Drive

Birmingham, AL 35223 o

Re: ESR WM-1L
The Cottages of Durham — Proposed Development

Dear Mr. Acken:

Per Engineering Services Request ESR WM-11 the following are our findings from our review
of the proposed project, The Cottages of Durham.

Proposed Development

We understand the proposed development will include a neighborhood style housing
development, with various size 3-, 4- and 5-bedroom cottages, containing a combined 619
bedrooms. The development will include a clubhouse which will be for the sole use of the
residents of The Cottages of Durham. The proposed development includes a private 8-inch water
main to be served from the existing 12-inch water main along Technology Drive in the high
pressure zone of the UNH/Durham water distribution system. Pressure reducing valves are
proposed at the intersections of the private main with the Town’s systemn.

Estimated Water Demands
Estimated water demands — based on information provided by the client — are as follows:

Proposed Development — The Cottages at Durham :
619 bedrooms x 150 gpd/bedroom* = 92,850 gpd

Clubhouse: 5 employees x 15 gpd/employee* = 75 gpd
Clubhouse: 265 users / day x 5 gpd/user* = 1,325 gpd
Total design demand . ' 94,250 gpd
Design flow rate, average 65.5 gpm
Design flow rate, peak (peaking factor of 6)** 393 gpm

*From NHDES Administrative Rules Env-Wq 1000 Table 1008-1 as referenced by Env-Ws 372-Design Standard
for Small Public Water Systems.

**Assumed using Env-Ws 372-Design Standard for Small Public Water Systems, Table 372-5, “Residential” chat at
141 service connections.
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Underwood Engineers used NHDES Administrative Rules Env-Wq 1000 Table 1008-1 to
estimate design flows for the purpose of this letter report, which we consider a conservative
approach to predict impacts to the Town’s water system. In our experience, actual average daily
use is typically less than the design flows estimated using this method. We do not take exception
to the client using their lower estimate of 47,825 gpd when preparing the initial “Residential or
Commercial Building Sewer Application for New Discharge and Increase in Use”. However, we
note that the final fee charged by the Town will be based on actual use during the first year of
occupancy, which may exceed the client’s estimate.

Estimated Fire Flow Requirements

A design fire flow has not been determined for the proposed development. For the purposes of
this study, we examined the impact on system pressures of a 1,500 gpm fire flow at the proposed
location based on Insurance Services Office (ISO) fire flow guidelines for one- or two-family
residences with a distance of less than 11 feet between buildings. We also estimated the total
available hydrant fire flow with a 20 psi residual pressure at the entrance to the proposed
development (see “Findings” below).

Simulation using Water Model :
The existing Durham/UNH water system model was used to simulate the impact of the proposed
development on the existing water system. The hydraulic analysis was conducted using the
WaterCAD model originally set up by Dufresne-Henry, Inc. (now Stantec) with minor
modifications by Underwood Engineers, Inc. including updates for subsequent distribution
system improvements. The following updates were made to the model for the purpose of this
evaluation:
e Added two (2) nodes at the entrances to the proposed development along the existing 12-
inch main; elevation = 100 ft. MSL (North entrance) and 104 ft. MSL (South entrance).
o Added a pipe to model the proposed 8-inch private main (core loop only); 2,200 LF
(approx.); C= 140 (PVC).
o Added a node along the proposed: 8-inch private main to model the proposed
development; elevation = 113.5 ft. MSL (highest finished floor elevation).
e Note: The proposed pressure reducing valves (PRVs) at the entrances to the development
were not modeled. i :
Other general conditions in the model included the following:
e Average daily demands. _ '
o Edgewood and Foss Farm Tanks at 207 ft. hydraulic gradeline (about 4.6 ft. drawdown).
e Beech Hill Tank at 265 ft. hydraulic gradeline (5 fi. drawdown).
e Water treatment plant and Lee Well pumps off. '

The following model runs were performed:

» Monitor change in system pressure (if any) caused by addition of peak demand at
proposed location.
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e TFlow 1,500 gpm assumed fire flow and momtor residual pressure at the proposed

location.

o Flow the maximum amount available at the proposed location without dropping the

pressure below 20 psi either at this location or any other point in the system.

Findings:

The modeling results are summarized in the table below:

Private Main At -

Town System At
Proposed Location | Proposed Location
— North Entrance | — Highest Building
(Ground Level) (First Floor Elev.)*
Normal operating pressure, existing conditions 72 psi 66 psi
Normal operating pressure, with peak demand at 71 psi 64 psi
Proposed Development , ,
Residual pressure with 1,500 gpm fire flow at 60 psi** 50 psi**
Proposed Development '
Available fire flow*** 1,320 gpm @ 62 psi | 1,300 gpm @ 50 psi

* Proposed PRVs were not modeled. Depending on their setting, use of PRVs would reduce residual pressures and
available fire flow within the development.

**Note: Model predicts pressures below the minimum allowable 20 psi at some locations (vicinity of Lee Well)
during 1,500 gpm fire flow at the proposed development

**% Available fire flow at selected location with 20 psi minjmum pressure throughout system.

Representatives of the Town and Appledore Engineering, a division of Tighe & Bond, the

client’s engineer, reportedly observed pressures of 90 to 95 psi at the pressure reducing valve
(PRV) vault at the intersection of Technology Drive and Main Street. Even after adjusting for
the difference in elevation between the PRV vault and the proposed development, there isa
significant difference between the observed pressures and model predictions.

Conclusions
Based on the above findings, we conclude the following. (N ote: These conclusions are based on
modeling results. Actual field results may vary.)
s Pressures observed in the field by the Town and the client]s engineer differ from those
predicted by the model.
e The proposed development will significantly increase demand on the water system. This
impact was considered in the “Update on Current UNH/Durham Water Supply Capac1ty
and Demand” memo by Underwood Engineers, dated July 30, 2010.
» The additional peak demand of the proposed development will have a negligible effect on
existing system pressures.
o The existing distribution system can provide 1,300 gpm fire flow at a residual pressure of
50 psi at the first floor elevation of the highest proposed building while maintaining the
minimum allowable 20 psi residual pressure throughout the system.
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Using the conditions assumed for this letter report, the pressure on the Town’s side of the
proposed PRVs at the entrance to the development will range from 71 to 72 psi. Actual
pressures during normal operating conditions will fluctuate. Pressures of about 3 to 5 psi
above the model predictions can be expected with the Beech Hill tank full and Lee Well

. pump on.

Recommendations

Conduct hydrant flow tests and observe residual pressures at the site of the proposed
development, the PRV vault at Technology Drive and Main Street and near the Lee Well.
Compare observed results to model predictions. Separate flow tests should be conducted
with the Lee well pump on and off to see if the pump is contributing to observed
pressures being higher than model predictions.
We recommend the client consult with his fire suppression system engineer to determine
the required sprinkler flow, residual pressure design, and total required fire flow for the
proposed development. ‘
If fire flows and residual pressures required by the fire suppression system design are
close to or greater than those predicted by the model, we recommend a field hydrant ﬂow
test be performed and compared to model predictions.

* The client should review the need for PRVs at the entrance to the proposed development.

Pressures predicted by the model are less than the 80 psi maximum recommended in
Recommended Standards for Water Works, Great Lakes-Upper Mississippi River Board
of State and Provinicial Public Health and Environmental Managers (also refetred to as
Ten-State Standards). Use of PRVs would increase maintenance and reduce available fire
flows. Field data from the hydrant flow test(s) recommended above will help determine
the need for PRVs at the proposed development.

Please call if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

UNDERWOOD ENGINEERS, INC.

Michael B. Metcalf, P.E.

R

Senior Project Manager Project Engineer

MBM/MCU/mcu

cel

David Cedarholm, P.E., Town of Durham
Joseph M. Persechino, P.E., Appledore Engineering, a Division of Tighe & Bond
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TOWN OF DURHAM
15 NEWMARKET ROAD

DURHAM, NH 03824-2898 - # 7 K

Tel: 603/868-5571
Fax: 603/868-557\CENDA ITEM:

DATE: June 6, 2011

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
INITIATED BY: Public Works Department
AGENDA ITEM: SHALL THE TOWN COUNCIL, UPON RECOMMENDAﬂON OF THE

ADMINISTRATOR, DEDICATE AND ACCEPT TECHNOLOGY
DRIVE AS A PuBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY?

CC PREPARED BY: Michael Lynch, Public Works liir‘e/c’mx/
PRESENTED BY: Todd Selig, Town Administratdt

Michael Lynch, Public Works Director

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

Goss International, by and through their attorney Hugh Lee, has asked for the
Town’s acceptance of Technology Drive as a town right-of-way. The Public Works
Department conducted several inspections, developed a punch list of items needed
to complete the construction of the roadto Town standards and approved Planning
Board conditions of approvals. We are pleased to report that all items have been
completed or are expected to be within the day, and the Department of Public
Works recommends acceptance of Technology Drive as a Town right-of-way.

The following items are part of the inspection and punch list process:

Road and utilities inspected and constructed to Town standards;

Road right-of-way and as-built plans conveyed to the Town and recorded at
the Strafford County Register of Deeds;

The Town’s attorney review of the Warranty Deed

Right-of-way has been monumented;

Fire Department approval of the naming of the street and locations of fire
hydrants along the water system; and

Planning and Economic Development Department approval of the acceptance
of Technology Drive.

)

[

’ Printed on Recycled Paper



Council Communication, 06/06/11
Re: Acceptance of Technology Drive as a Public Right-of-Way
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Once accepted by the Town:
» NHDOT will be notified of this action to ensure mileage is included in the
total they use to compute the Block Aid Grant program.
» The Town Administrator will sign the warranty deed and have the deed
recorded at the Strafford County Registry of Deeds.

LEGAL AUTHORITY:
RSA 674:40 Section 11T

LEGAL OPINION:

The Town has received an opinion on this matter from the Town’s Attorney, Walter
Mitchell, Mitchell Municipal Group. Since the developer has met all Planning Board
requirements and the road has been built to Town standards, the legislative body
appears obligated to accept the road. The dedication implies the road as a right-of-
way for public use.

“ Acceptance is a discrete act turning the street into a public highway and
thereby renders the accepting municipality liable for its construction and
maintenance ...” (1986 NH Roads and Highway, NH Municipal
Association, page 20).

FINANCIAL DETAILS:
N/A

SUGGESTED ACTION OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

MOTION:

The Durham Town Council, upon recommendation of the Administrator, does
hereby dedicate and accept the public right-of-way known as Technology Drive and
authorizes the Administrator to sign a deed to this effect to be recorded at the
Strafford County Registry of Deeds once all punch list items are completed.




TOWN OF DURHAM
15 NEWMARKET ROAD

DURHAM, NH 03824-2898 # 9 A

Tel: 603/868-5571 _
Fax: 603/868-5572\GENDA ITEM:

DATE: June 6, 2011

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION

INITIATED BY:  Public Works Department

AGENDA ITEM: ReceIVE UPDATE FROM THE TOWN ENGINEER RELATIVE TO THE
UNDERSTANDING OF THE NUTRIENT POLLUTION IN THE GREAT BAY
ESTUARY AND SOUTHEAST WATERSHED WITH REGARD TO HOW IT
IMPACTS THE MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES
(WWTFs) WITHIN THE WATERSHED, AND PROVIDE FEEDBACK TO THE
ADMINISTRATOR RELATIVE TO A DRAFT MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE GREAT BAY MUNICIPAL COALITION AND NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES OR POTENTIAL SIMILAR
ARRANGEMENTS THAT MIGHT BE REACHED TO PROTECT DURHAM’S
VARIOUS INTERESTS IN ENSURING THE LONG-TERM VIABILITY AND
HEALTH OF THE GREAT BAY ESTUARY AS WELL AS ENSURING THAT
DURHAM’S LIMITED FINANCIAL RESOURCES ARE PRUDENTLY DEPLOYED

PREPARED BY:  David Cedarholm, Town Engineer
Todd Selig, Administrator

PRESENTED BY: David Cedarholm, Town Engj
' Todd Selig, Administrator ¢~

AGENDA DESCRIPTION: _

The purpose of this Council Communication and presentation is to provide an update
on the understanding of the nutrient pollution in the Great Bay Estuary and Southeast
Watershed with regard to how it impacts the municipal wastewater treatment facilities
(WWTFs) and to obtain feedback from the Town Council on the Memorandum of
Agreement between the Great Bay Municipal Coalition and New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services.

An overabundance of nutrients, principally nitrogen, have been identified as adversely
impacting the water quality and natural habitat of the Great Bay Estuary. The NH
Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) has published a Nutrient Criteria
document which establishes water quality limits for nitrogen in the estuary that are
believed by NHDES to be necessary to protect the resource.

L 4 A
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Council Communication, June 6, 2011
Re: Great Bay Munlclpal Coalition MOA
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The Great Bay Municipal Coalition which includes the communities of Dover, Durham,
Exeter, Newmarket, Portsmouth, and Rochester, all of which operate WWTFs in the
watershed, has reviewed the findings of the Nutrient Criteria document, and the
coalition believes that there are significant technical uncertainties associated with the
conclusions in the report.

The Coalition has taken the position that a high degree of confidence in the Nutrient
Criteria is critical before the Great Bay communities collectively commit to investing
$200 to $300 Million in wastewater treatment capital improvements and equally
significant increases in operational costs attributable in large part to increased chemical
use including ethanol. NHDES has documented that the sources of nitrogen are
principally from watershed based non-point sources. The point sources (WWTEs)
produce approximately 27 percent of the nitrogen. Based on the experiences of other
troubled estuaries in the country (Chesapeake Bay, Long Island Sound, Narragansett
Bay) with similar nutrient problems, imposing especially stringent discharge limits on
the WWTFs did not produce measureable improvements in water quality or estuarine
habitat. The Coalition has taken the position that limited financial resources should be
distributed in areas where there is the greatest confidence of producing measurable and
meamngful positive results.

Regardless of the uncertainties in the Nutrient Criteria, the US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing to issue the WWTFs with discharge permit limits

- based on the Nutrient Criteria which would force all the NH seacoast communities with:
WWTTFs to make improvements to remove nutrients to limits of wastewater treatment
technology.

The Town of Exeter has already received a draft discharge permit from the EPA which
would require “limits of technology” nitrogen removal (down to 3 mg/1 Total
Nitrogen). The Coalition communities have been meeting with NHDES to discuss
concerns with the Nutrient Criteria and the subsequent path the EPA is taking, and
both parties agree that a calibrated hydrodynamic computer model of the estuary
system would be a useful tool to better understand and predict the likely beneficial
outcomes of nutrient reduction activities in the watershed.

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (see Attachment) has been negotiated between
NHDES and the Coalition that commits the coalition communities to funding the
development of a calibrated hydrodynamic model for the Squamscott River initially,
which would be used to establish appropriate site-specific nitrogen limits. The model
would be substantially completed by January 2012. As part of the MOA, the Coalition
communities would also commit to begin planning and design activities to incorporate
process improvements at their WWTFs to meet an 8 mg/1 seasonal nitrogen limit -
(Durham is already voluntarily at the 8 mg/1limit although WWTF capacity has been
compromised to achieve it).



Council Communication, June 6, 2011
Re: Great Bay Municipal Coalition MOA
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NHDES, in turn, would recommend to EPA that a stay be placed on the draft Exeter
discharge permit and all potential permits in the watershed. If the Town of Exeter is
issued a final discharge permit based on their recently received draft permit, the Town
of Durham and all the other publically owned WWTFs in the seacoast region will likely
also face limit of technology discharge limits.

The estimated cost to upgrade the Durham’s WWTT to address these more stringent
requirements and preserve Durham’s existing design capacity of 2.5 million gallons per
day (MGD) is approximately $20 Million, in addition to a potential 50-100% increase in
operation and maintenance costs. This is estimated to increase Durham’s sewer rates
from the current $5.56 per 100 cubic feet to over $15 per 100 cubic feet. For.the average
Durham sewer user with a typical annual sewer bill of about $500 per year, the cost
impact of these anticipated increases this would hkely result in a future sewer bill of
more than $1,350 per year.

Although there is no defined basis at this time to impose limits for phosphorus
reduction on the WWTFs that have tidal discharges, there has been some mention of
this in regulatory circles. Also, as noted above, metals are still something the Town will
likely need to address in the future. Cost to address metals (and any future
phosphorus) limits would be additional to that noted above for nitrogen. However, if
necessary, strategies to address nitrogen, phosphorus and metals may be integrated to -
reduce overall costs.

Depending upon a rapidly evolving landscape between the Coalition Communities,
NHDES, EPA, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others, the Town Administrator
- may find it in Durham’s interest to sign the Memoranda of Agreement with NHDES
and the Coalition communities entitled “Memoranda of Agreement between The Great
Bay Coalition and The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services relative
to Reducing Uncertainty in Nutrient Criteria for The Great Bay / Piscataqua River
Estuary” (see attached) or a similar document, but seeks the Town Council’s feedback
and guidance at this juncture in the process prior to taking any further actions.

In addition to the draft Memorandum of Agreement, Councilors Wﬂl find attached the
following items:

Comments from Councilor Jay Gooze dated 6/3/11.

UNH Media Relations article relative to Dr. Fred Short dated 5 /19/11.

SeacoastOnline article regarding the issue of nitrogen in the estuary dated 6/1/ 11.

Foster’s Daily Democrat article by Aaron Sanborn dated 5/22/11.

Letter from Administrator Todd Selig to H. Curtis Spaulding, USEPA, dated 12/23/10. -
Letter from Stephen S. Perkins, USEPA, to Administrator Todd Selig dated 3/16/11.

Letter from Governor John Lynch to Administrator Lisa P. Jackson, USEPA, dated 4/18/11.

Letter from US Senator Jeanne Shaheen to Administrator Lisa P. Jackson, USEPA, dated
4/27/11.
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» Letter from H. Curtis Spaulding, USEPA, to US Senator Jeanne Shaheen dated 5/19/11.
= Joint letter from Chairs of Newington Board of Selectmen and Conservation Commission to
Commissioner Thomas Burack, NHDES, dated 5/19/11.

" LEGAL AUTHORITY:
N/A

LEGAL OPINION:
N/A

FINANCIAL DETAILS:

If the Town Administrator signs the present draft Memorandum of Agreement with
NHDES outlined above, this would commit Durham to sharing in the cost of
developing the hydrodynamic model described above including initial data collection.
The total estimated cost to conduct the initial supplementary data collection and
develop the hydrodynamic model is approximately $300,000. Durham would be
committing to expending approximately $50,000 and the University of New Hampshire
would be responsible for 2/3 of Durham’s cost share. In addition to the Coalition
communities, a few other communities in the Southeast Watershed who are
acknowledging their non-point source contribution to the Great Bay’s nutrient problem
are stepping forward and allocating funds to help finance the data collection and
hydrodynamic model development.

Funds are not budgeted to study nutrient issues within the Great Bay at the present
time as the need to expend such monies could not be foreseen in late 2010 when the
2011 budget was developed and adopted. There is approximately $130,000
uncommitted within the wastewater capital reserve fund but it would require a budget
modification of the Council to appropriate these funds in 2011. Alternatively, it would
be possible to postpone payment until 1/1/12 when additional funding would need to
be appropriated as part of the 2012 budget process. Finally, if available (there are other
likely overages that may require contingency fund use such as the Wiswall Dam/Fish

- Ladder Project, and a variety of other smaller iterns), 2011 contingency funds could be
utilized.

SUGGESTED ACTION OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Receive update from the Town Engineer relative to the understanding of the nutrient
pollution in the Great Bay Estuary and Southeast Watershed with regard to how it
impacts the municipal wastewater treatment facilities (WWTFs) within the watershed,
and provide feedback to the Administrator relative to a draft Memorandum of
Agreement between the Great Bay Municipal Coalition and New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services or potential similar arrangements that might be
reached to protect Durham’s various interests in ensuring the long-term viability and
health of the Great Bay Estuary as well as ensuring that Durham’s limited financial
resources are prudently deployed.




DRAFT

Il

Memorandum of Agreement
among and between
The Great Bay Municipal Coalition
and
The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services
relative to

Reducing Uncertainty in Nutrient Criteria
for

The Great Bay / Piscataqua River Estuary

WHEREAS, the Department of Environmental Services (DES) has published a Clean Water Act
305(b)/303(d) report for 2010 (the 2010 list) that lists aquatic life impairments due to nutrient-
related parameters in assessment zones" of the Great Bay Estuary as shown in Table I
(attached); DES has compiled the 303(d) list in accordance with the 2010 Consolidated
Assessment and Listing Methodology (CALM); the CALM procedures for assessment of
nitrogen effects on aquatic life are based on Numeric Nutrient Criteria for the Great Bay Estuary
published by DES in June, 2009 (nutrient criteria); DES has published a draft Analysis of
Nitrogen Loading Reductions for Wastewater Treatment Facilities and Non-Point Sources in the
Great Bay Estuary Watershed dated December 2010 (loading analysis);

WHEREAS, the members of the Great Bay Municipal Coalition (Coalition) comprising the
«municipalities of Exeter, Dover, Durham, Newmarket, Portsmouth and Rochester, each operate
a wastewater treatment facility discharging to an assessment zone listed on the 2010 list as
impaired for aquatic life due to nitrogen, and each stand to incur significant costs for
construction and operation of upgraded treatment facilities to reduce nitrogen loads from these
facilities; ‘

WHEREAS, DES and the Coalition agree that, relative to impairments on the 2010 303(d) list
attributed to dissolved oxygen (DO) and nitrogen, there is uncertainty about the extent to which
nitrogen is a causative factor relative to other factors in the listed assessment zones and further
agree that a dynamic, calibrated hydrodynamic and water quality model could reduce the
uncertainty;

WHEREAS, DES and the Coalition agree that a weight of evidence approach is an appropriate
method to evaluate impairments related to eelgrass loss, there is uncertainty in the lines of
evidence for nutrient enrichment/eutrophication as causative factors, and additional analyses
would reduce the uncertainty about how such factors influence macroalgae proliferation,
transparency and epiphyte growth in the Great Bay Estuary;

WHEREAS, DES and the Coalition agree that the results of the loading analysis indicate the relative
contribution of existing nitrogen loadings from treatment facilities operated by Coalition and
other municipalities are as shown in Table II (attached); and

" An assessment zone is an aggregation of specified assessment units



WHEREAS, DES and the Coalition agree that, given the uncertainties stated above and the potential
financial burden of treatment plant upgrades to the Coalition municipalities, an adaptive
management approach to water quality improvement is required to reduce impairments to
aquatic life use in the Great Bay Estuary.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED:

I. The best way to resolve the scientific uncertainties with respect to assessment units impaired
for DO and nitrogen is a collaborative effort to build a dynamic, calibrated hydrodynamic and
water quality model, starting with the Squamscott River, that includes all of the major factors
affecting the DO regime,. For the Squamscott River, this effort would include additional data
collection as needed to calibrate and verify the model and will be substantially completed by
January 2012.

II. EPA action to finalize the draft Exeter permit, and any other draft permits that may be released
. involving the Great Bay Estuary, should be stayed so that municipal resources may be focused
on resolving collaboratively with DES the uncertainties concerning the relationship between
DO and nitrogen in the Squamscott and Lamprey Rivers.

III. Additional work on the multiple lines of evidence for the relationship between nitrogen and
eelgrass loss should be conducted before the nutrient criteria are used to set permit limits for
protection of eelgrass in assessment units on the 2010 list that are impaired for nitrogen and
eelgrass loss.

THE COALITION AGREES TO:

I. Construct, calibrate, and validate a dynamic hydrodynamic and water quality model for the
- Squamscott River, using a public domain model. Prior to commencing work, prepare a work
scope and quality assurance project plan (QAPP) for the model in accordance with EPA
guidance and generally accepted practice, to be submitted to DES for comment and approval;

II. Collect data required to calibrate and validate the model. Prior to commencing work, prepare a
work scope and QAPP for data collection in accordance with EPA guidance and generally
accepted practice, to be submitted to DES for comment and approval;

III. Provide DES with data collected in II, and all applicable metadata, in a format that can be easily
entered into the DES Environmental Monitoring Database. Provide DES with source code and a
compiled version of the model used in I. All modeling for the Squamscott River shall be
~ substantially completed by January 2012;

IV. Use the model to propose site-specific nitrogen criteria for the Squamscott River, as well as
wasteload allocations / NPDES permit limits for the Exeter wastewater treatment plant for
nitrogen, phosphorus (if necessary), and BOD;

V. Enter into a process jointly with DES, under the auspices of the Southeast Watershed Alliance
(SWA) or Piscataqua Region Estuary Partnership (PREP), to address the uncertainties with the
transparency, macroalgae, and epiphyte lines of evidence of the nutrlent criteria for assomated
eelgrass loss;

VI. Commit to achieve 8 mg/l Total Nitrogen (TN) effluent limit, based on a seasonal average, for
- wastewater treatment facilities discharging to impaired Great Bay assessment zones via the
Squamscott and Lamprey Rivers and promptly begin the process to design such facilities; and



VII. Commit to optimize the existing facilities discharging to the Piscataqua River and its tributaries

to promote cost-effective TN reduction and complete engineering evaluations to determine the
degree of modifications needed to achieve an 8 mg/l TN effluent limit based on a seasonal
average, should such limits be found necessary to achieve DO standards.

DES AGREES TO:

I. 'Review the modeling and monitoring work scopes and QAPPs developed by the Coalition

IL.

pursuant to this Memorandum of Agreement in a timely and constructive fashion to ensure that
the collaborative approach to the model will serve all parties.

Publish site-specific nitrogen criteria for each assessment zone on the 2010 list with
impairments attributed to dissolved oxygen (DO) and nitrogen as soon as practicable after
results of a calibrated, verified dynamic hydrodynamic and water quality model are available

" for the assessment zone.

III. With full participation of Coalition municipalities, work with PREP or SWA to conduct a study

to evaluate the multiple lines of evidence for nitrogen as a cause of eelgrass loss in assessment

~ zones with impairments on the 2010 list attributed to eelgrass loss.and to recommend criteria

thresholds for nitrogen to restore Great Bay to attainment of the aquatic life designated use.
Based upon such evaluation, amend the June 2009 nutrient criteria and related findings,
accordingly.

IV. Commit to supporting a delay in EPA’s issuance of final NPDES permits for Coalition

wastewater treatment facilities until applicable modeling has been completed and considered
by EPA.

By signing this agreement, each signatory certifies that it is fully authorized to enter into this

agreement:

Thomas S. Burack, Commissioner Edward J. Wojnowski, Town Administrator
NH Department of Environmental Services for the Town of Newmarket

J. Michael Joyal, Jr., City Manager John P. Bohenko, City Manager

for the City of Dover _ for the City of Portsmouth

Todd Selig, Town Administrator Robert Steele, Interim City Manager

for the Town of Durham for the City of Rochester

Russell J. Dean, Town Manager
for the Town of Exeter



~ Table I: Aquatic Life Impairments for Nutrient-Related Parameters in the Great Bay Estuary from New Hampshire’s

2010 303(d) List
Assessment Zone Parameter Impairment Category*
WINNICUT RIVER Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
SQUAMSCOTT RIVER Chlorophyll-a 5-P
Oxygen, Dissolved 5-P
Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-P
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-P
LAMPREY RIVER Chlorophyll-a 5-M
Dissolved oxygen saturation 5-M
Oxygen, Dissolved 5-P
Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-P
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-P
OYSTER RIVER Chlorophyll-a 5-P
Dissolved oxygen saturation 5-M
Oxygen, Dissolved 5-P
Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-P
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-P
BELLAMY RIVER Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-M
COCHECO RIVER Chlorophyll-a 5-M -
Nitrogen (Total) 5-P
SALMON FALLS RIVER Chlorophyli-a 5-M
Dissolved oxygen saturation 5-M
Oxygen, Dissolved 5-P
B Nitrogen (Total) 5-M
UPPER PISCATAQUA RIVER Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-P
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-P
GREAT BAY Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-P
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-M
LITTLE BAY Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-M
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-M
LOWER PISCATAQUA RIVER Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
PORTSMOUTH HARBOR Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-M
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-T
| Nitrogen (Total) 5-M
SAGAMORE CREEK Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
LITTLE HARBOR/BACK ‘
CHANNEL Light Attenuation Coefficient 5-M
Estuarine Bioassessments 5-P
Nitrogen (Total) 5-M

* 5-M = Marginal impairment, 5-P = Serious Impairment, 5-T = Threatened




Table II: Existing Nitrogen Loads to Assessment Zones from Point and Non-Point Sources™
(Source: draft Analysis of Nitrogen Loading Reductions for Wastewater Treatment Facilities and Non-P

oint Sources in the Great Bay Estuary Watershed dated

December 2010) '
Winni- | Squam- ) Salmon | Upper . Lower Ports- Little
cut scott L'c'lmprey sttel szllamy Cgcheco Falls Piscataqua Great Little Piscataqua | mouth Sagamore | Harbor/
River | River River River River River River River Bay Bay River Harbor Creek Back
: Channel
Point Sources : '
Durham 11.76 : 11.76 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Exeter 42.69 42.69 42.69 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Newfields 1.58 1.58 1.58 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Newmarket 30.42 30.42 30.42 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Dover 103.69 TBD TBD TBD TBD
South Berwick 5.53 5.53 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Kittery 0.40 0.74 5.29 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Newington 0.07 0.13 0.96 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Portsmouth 0.95 1.76 12.56 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Pease ITP - 0.16 0.31 2.19 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Farmington 2.66 2.66 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Rochester 127.47 127.47 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Epping 4.31 431 4.31 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Berwick 9.52 9.52 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Milton 1.59 1.59 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Rollinsford 2.84 2.84 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Somersworth 10.56 10.56 TBD TBD TBD TBD
North Berwick 1.94 1.94 TBD TBD TBD TBD
Subtotal 0.00 4427 34.73 11.76 0.00 130.13 31.98 267.39 81.94 | 111.76 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Non-Point
Sources 30,94 | 167.25 204.14 48.61 47.92 151.15 303.89 474.69 | 443.46 | 553.92 | TBD TBD TBD TBD
Total 30.94 | 211.52 238.87 60.37 47.92 281.29 335.88 742.07 | 52540 | 665.68 | TBD TBD TBD TBD

*Units: Delivered nitrogen load to the assessment zone (tons per year). Average values for

2003-2008.
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From: Jay Gooze [jgoozetc@gmail.com]
Sent:  Friday, June 03, 2011 7:31 AM
To: Todd Selig

Cc: Jen Berry

Subject: Great Bay

Todd,

Here is my understanding of the issues facing us regarding Great Bay (1) as
we discussed on June 1 with Dr. Fred Short and Councilors Carroll and
Mower and (2) after Councilor Mower's clarifying conversation with Jill Farrell
at Piscataqua Region Estuaries Partership, during which they reviewed charts
in PREP's "State of the Estuaries 2009" report and Dr. Short's presentation on
"Eelgrass and the Nitrogen Threat to Great Bay Estuary":

- There is no doubt that nitrogen overload in the Great Bay decreases eeclgrass,
which in turn results in anoxia (no oxygen) and increased sediment. The
result is an unhealthy Bay that affects wildlife, recreation, property values,
fishing, etc. This decline has been continuing year after year.

Approximately 2/3 of the nitrogen going into the Bay comes from sources in
the watershed other than municipal wastewater treatment plants ("non-point
sources"). Of that 2/3, approximately 1/2 comes from human waste derived
from nitrogen-intense foods such as meat and dairy products, which enter
septic systems and leach into the rivers, along with animal waste (farms,
wild, domestic) and lawn fertilizers. The remaining 1/2 comes from runoff
(e.g., atmospheric deposition from vehicle emission and power plants) across
impervious surfaces associated with development.

Municipal wastewater treatment accounts for the remaining 1/3 of the nitrogen
going into the Bay. At this time, Durham's treatment of nitrogen results in a

relatively low level input (8mg/L), compared to other contributing communities.

~ However, in compliance with the Clean Water Act, the Environmental
Protection Agency has now set a standard of 3mg/L, which is at the limit of
technology. That standard is absolute, but it is possible that the timeframe for

attaining it could be negotiated. Dr. Short suggests that "we keep the required -

3mg/l as a 10 year goal, but target achieving 8mg/L within the next 2 years" --
which would likely be acceptable to the EPA (and to him as an expert on
eelgrass and the health of the Great Bay) all PROVIDED that the contributing
communities develop and present to the EPA specific plans for reducing the
impaired waters of the Bay and mitigating non-wastewater sources.
Reevaluating the health of the Bay (especially regarding eelgrass) starting at
that 2-year point and beyond; with reduced impairment, the 3mg/L standard
may be avoided.

6/3/2011



UNH Professor Receives Lifetime Achievement Award From EPA
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. UNH Professor Receives Lifetime Achievement Award From EPA

May 19, 2011

DURHAM, N.H. - Fred Short, professor of natural S Y :
resources and the environment at the University of s

New Hampshire and a leading expert in seagrass m
conservation and restoration worldwide, has ;
received the Lifetime Achievement Environmental
Merit Award from the Environmental Protection

f Agency (EPA) New England region. Commended fo
being a “strong voice for the conservation and
protection of Great Bay and its resources,” Short
received the award at Boston’s Faneuil Hall
Wednesday, May 11, 2011. The EPA merit awards :ﬁ} Facebook
recognize valuable contributions to environmental - s
awareness and problem solving.

Subscribe

‘ ; Short, a UNH faculty member for nearly three decades, has done
Fred Short, professor of natural. resources and the extensive research and advocacy on the ecology of New
environment 3t the University of New Hampshire and a - Hampshire’s Great Bay estuary, where UNH’s Jackson Estuarine
leading expert in seagrass conservation and restoration N N . .. .
~worldwide, has received the Lifetime Achievement ‘.. Laboratory is located. His expertise is in seagrass conservation and
Environmental Merit Award from the Environmental S i i i i
Protection Agenci, (EPA) NEW Enand regions .. 5 & restorat!on, and he is considered by his peers to be an o
: R - international expert. He leads a global science-based monitoring
program called SeagrassNet, which monitors seagrass health in 115 locations in 32 countries. He has authored
and co-authored close to 100 peer-reviewed scientific journal articles and three books. He published articles on
such topics as “How Climate Change Will Affect Seagrasses” and “The Global Decline of Seagrasses.”

In 2009, Short was honored with a Coastal America Partnership Award, the only environmental award of its
kind given by the U.S. president, for his contributions to a project that restored eelgrass to coastal salt ponds
in Rhode Island.

i "Fred has given his time and expertise to help facilitate the preservation and restoration of marine

i ecosystems,” the EPA citation said. Short received letters of nomination from nine of his former UNH Ph.D. and
master’s degree students as well as international post-docs and was cited for being an effective communicator
and mentoring scores of people. At UNH, he has taught courses in wetlands. restoration, sustainability, and
global environmental awareness. .

'For mare information on the awards ceremony and other New Hampshire individuals and groups who were also
honored, go to http://www.epa.gov/regionl/ra/ema/2011recipients.html.

2 More information about Fred Short is here: http://marine.unh.edu/jel/faculty/fred2/fredshort.htm,

The University of New Hampshire, founded in 1866, is a world-class public research university with the feel of
a New England liberal arts college. A land, sea, and space-grant university, UNH is the state's flagship public
institution, enrolling 12 200 undergraduate and 2,300 graduate students.

_30_

 Photograph available to download: http://www.unh.edu/news/cj_nr/2010/oct/bp27resources.jpg

i Caption: Fred Short, professor of natural resources and the environment at the University of New Hampshire

4 and a leading expert in seagrass conservation and restoration worldwide, has received the Lifetime

i Achievement Environmental Merit Award from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) New England region.

Reporters and editors: Fred Short is available at fred,short@unh.edu or 603-862-5134.

Media Contact: Beth Potier | 603-862-1566 | UNH Media Relations

University System of New Hampshire. N
ADA Acknowledgement | UNH Home | E-mail Webmaster , Scormmen

http://www.unh.edu/news/cj_nr/2011/may/bpl8lifetime.cfm

Copyright © 2011 - UNH Media Relations, 8 Garrison Ave, University of New Hampshire, Durham, NH 03824. UNH is part of the

~
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Scientists say time to cut nitrogen in estuary is now | SeacoastOnline.com
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By Aaron Sanborn
asanborn@seacoastonline.com
May 12, 2011 2:00 AM

PORTSMOUTH — While proponents of a delay in tougher Environmental Protection Agency limits on
nitrogen discharged into the Great Bay estuary cite the need for additional scientific study, experts said
Wednesday that action to mitigate poliution needs to start now.

Experts added that reducing nitrogen in watersheds plays a huge part in the deterioration of the estuary.
This turned out to be the overarching theme Wednesday morning at a science symposium hosted by the
Southeast Watershed Alliance at Great Bay Community College.

Several environmental activists and officials from towns surrounding the estuary came together to learn
more about the health of the bay and the threats it faces.

Nitrogen wasn't the only issue tackled, but it has been the dominant one over the last several months,

Philip Trowbridge, a coastal scientist with the SWA and state Department of Environmental Services, cited
—+———the-2009-State-of the-Estuary-report- when-talking about-the- need-for-immediate-action.-Of-12-indicators

6/1/11 1:08 PM
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scientists look at when examining the health of an estuary, 11 came back as cautionary or negative in the
2008 report, an increase from seven in the report three years before, according to Trowbridge.

"The overall message of the report was that the estuary was in trouble," he said.

The negative findings included a 44 percent increase in nitrogen in the estuary and significant declines in
the eelgrass and oyster populations, Trowbridge said. He said the only positive outcome in the report was
the fact that 11.3 percent of the land surrounding the watersheds is now in conservation.

"We're well on the way to accomplishing our goal of 15 percent by 2015," he said.

The next state of the estuary report is due by December 2012.

Population growth along the estuary was identified as one of the contributing factors to increased nitrogen
in the estuary. Of the nitrogen pollution in the estuary, 27 percent comes from point sources such as
wastewater treatment plants, while 73 percent come from nonpoint sources, such as septic tanks and
fertilizers.

That statistic is used by advocates for delaying the EPA's lower nitrogen limits, who argue that targeting
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Scientists say time to cut nitrogen in estuary is now | SeacoastOnline.com

the wastewater treatment plants addresses only a small part of the problem. But Michelle Daley, associate
director of the Water Resources Research Center at the University of New Hampshire, said wastewater
treatments plants are a large part of the problem that can actually be addressed.

"Not all nitrogen is equal," she said.

The nitrogen that can be controlled is the inorganic kind, which is driven by humans. But large amounts of
nitrogen are organic and come from the environment, Daley said. She added that a majority of the
nonpoint sources are organic nitrogen and can't be managed, which makes addressing the point sources,
such as the wastewater treatment plants, so important. :

It would be beneficial in the future to construct a model that examines what type of nonpoint pollutants are
getting in the estuary and develop a strategy for addressing the ones that can be controlled, she said.

Fred Short, of the UNH Marine Program, blamed high levels of nitrogen in the estuary for the impairment
of eelgrass and oyster beds. He said he is not in favor of the efforts of U.S. Rep. Frank Guinta and other
local politicians to delay the new EPA discharge limits. Short showed aerial photos of the watershed in
1996, where several eelgrass beds could be seen; the same could not be seen in recent aerial photos,
and in cases of the Piscataqua River and Little Bay the eelgrass beds are gone, Short said.

"Despite what Congressman Guinta says, it's not that impossible to see what has happened with the
eelgrass," he said. ‘

He said reducing nitrogen discharges from wastewater treatment plants has to be the first step in controlling

the nitrogen that gets into the estuary.

"We all have to do what we can to reduce this’nitrogen problem," he said. "These really are the
requirements we need to get the bay on track."

In the next three years, communities that discharge nitrogen into the Great Bay estuary are expected to
receive their nitrogen discharge permits. Exeter has received a draft permit requiring a limit of 3 milligrams
of nitrogen per liter. Communities fear it will cost tens of millions to upgrade their wastewater treatment
plants to meet these new limits.

The SWA is hoping to hold similar symposiums in the future to talk about additional strategies for
improving the health of the estuary.
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By AARON SANBORN
asanborn@seacoastonline.com
May 22, 2011 2:00 AM

EXETER — The decision of the town's Board of Selectmen to hold off on signing a memorandum
of agreement to construct a water-quality model of the Squamscott River doesn't kill the potential
project, according to the state Department of Environmental Services.

But the communities involved in the project need to discuss their reservations about it soon
because the model-making process can't start until a formal plan is on the table, according to
Ted Diers of the New Hampshire Coastal Program

"There's nothing magical about the (memorandum),” Diers said. "What is magical is getting in
front of everyone a plan for the model and plan for data collection to calibrate this model."

Communities involved in the project that make up the Great Bay Municipal Coalition are Exeter,
Dover, Durham, Newmarket, Portsmouth and Rochester.

Diers said the memorandum of agreement was meant only to get the planning process going. He
said officials would like to collect the data in the summer months in order to complete the model
by January 2012,

"Obviously, before they sign it, the communities need to be comfortable with what they're
spending,” he said.

Not knowing the actual cost of the water model was one of the issues Exeter Selectman Donald
Clement brought up when the board discussed the memorandum at its May 16 meeting. He said
he was uncomfortable supporting something for which he didn't have a price tag.

Diers said DES won't know the cost of the model until a formal plan is presented. Based on past
water models it is believed that creating a model of the entire Great Bay system would cost
around $500,000, according to Diers. But he noted that estimate is a few years old. If that
estimate holds true, it would likely cost more than $100,000 to build a model of the Squamscott
River, Diers said.

The six communities are expected to provide the funding for the model of the Squamscott
because Diers doesn't know of any other funding sources at this time. He said DES will be looking

for-other funding sources when-the time comes to construct water-models-of other -Great Bay
watersheds. . .

The other major question posed by Exeter selectmen was what constructing the model would
accomplish. ' '

Exeter's wastewater treatment plant was issued a draft discharge permit from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency that further limits its nitrogen discharges into the river to 3
milligrams of nitrogen per liter, which the EPA considers the lowest that can be accomplished
with current technologies. The town was hoping for a less stringent limit, such as 8 milligrams of
nitrogen per liter.

The goal of building the model of the Squamscott is to develop specific nitrogen loading criteria
for the river, according to Diers.



Both the coalition and DES are asking that the EPA delay issuing Exeter a final permit until the
Squamscott River mqdel can be completed.

In asking for the delay, Diers said the DES is respecting Gov. John Lynch's wishes as the
governor a wrote a letter to the EPA in April asking for the delay.

"A delay in final perrhit action will allow your agency to use the best technology and data to set
the appropriate permit levels to protect water quality,” he wrote in the letter.

The issue of nitrogen in the bay has been the focus of past studies. Increased levels of nitrogen
in the estuary are being blamed for significant declines in the eelgrass and oyster populations.

Diers said the model would likely also examine other factors that could be contributing to
dissolved oxygen in the bay, such as the impact of phosphorus and other organic matter on the
estuary. The model could also examine what impact turbidity, or water cloudlness, has on the
health of the estuary.

"These issues have not been studied as much as the nitrogen issue,” Diers said. "Understanding
these factors is very important.”

EPA officials are not commenting about the proposed model at this point. David Deegan,
spokesperson for the EPA Region 1 office in New England, said it's difficult to comment
specifically about the model because his office has yet to be provided a detailed scope of work
with which to understand the proposed methodology and potential use for the new data.

But Deegan rioted that a lot of work has already gone into studylng the bay and the EPA stands
by its stance on the nitrogen issue.

"EPA has already reviewed extensive amounts of existing data regarding nitrogen in Great Bay,
and we know this is a problem which will get worse without Great Bay communities beginning to
take steps to reduce nitrogen pollution to the bay,"” Deegan said.

"While we always welcome more data to provide better understanding of environmental issues, it
is important for all concerned parties to recognize a common significant threat and begin taking
steps now to protect and repair Great Bay," said Deegan.

Communities along the eétuary have raised concerns about the coming nitrogen limits from the

EPA-because of the potential costs-of upgrading their-wastewater treatment plants; Exeter
officials have said a new plant could cost the town.up to $52 million, while Portsmouth has
estimated upgrades to its two plants could top $100 million.

A public hearing on Exeter's draft discharge permit is scheduled for June 9. Exeter selectmen are
expected to discuss the water model again at their June 13 meeting.



TOWN OF DURHAM
15 NEWMARKET ROAD
DURHAM, NH 03824-2898
Tel: 603/868-5571
Fax: 603/868-5572

December 23, 2010

H. Curtis Spalding ,
Regional Administrator
District 1
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
‘ Mail Code ORA01-4
! 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Re:  Great Bay Water Quality Coalition Communities Work Together
To Protect the Health of the Great Bay Estuary

Dear Administrator Spaulding:

The Great Bay Water Quality Coalition, consisting of the municipalities of Dover,

Durham (serving UNH), Exeter, Newmarket, Portsmouth and Rochester, have joined together to
try to ensure that scarce municipal dollars estimated at $250 million are directed to

. infrastructure, programs and-practices with demonstrable environmental benefits to the Great
Bay Estuary. The Great Bay Estuary is an important and irreplaceable resource; yet, regulatory
decisions by the State of New Hampshire’s Department of Environmental Serves (NHDES)
relative to nutrient criteria for the Great Bay Estuary may result in municipal dollars being
misdirected. This causes Coalition communities great concern. -

Much has been written regarding the decline of eelgrass and oyster beds in the Great Bay
Estuary; yet, the causes of that decline are not well understood. In 2008, NHDES identified
nitrogen as a prime water quality concern in the Great Bay Estuary. Nitrogen enters water
systems through both point sources, such as discharges from wastewater treatment plants, and

level of nitrogen can, in some systems, impair eelgrass and oyster beds.

Since 2008, the Coalition has questioned NHDES data and conclusions relative to role of

nitrogen in the Great Bay Estuary relative to other factors (i.e. turbidity and sediment

~ accumulation, effects of flood events, etc.). In June 2009, ignoring objections from the
Coalition, NHDES issued its report entitled Numeric Nutrient Criteria document for the Great
Bay Estuary establishing allowable nitrogen limits affecting point and non-point source
discharges. The nutrient criteria document concluded that the Great Bay and Piscataqua River
are impaired for nitrogen. In 2010, communities continued to question the accuracy of the
science, and additional sampling conducted for the communities by UNH has brought into
question whether nitrogen is the source of water quality problems in the Great Bay.

‘"’ Printed on Aecycled Paper




Great Bay Water Quality Coalition Communities Work Together
To Protect the Health of the Great Bay Estuary

December 23, 2010

Page 2

New permits for wastewater treatment plants are expected to have unreasonably low
nitrogen limits that may result in no demonstrable environmental benefit. To this end, we worry
that already scarce municipal dollars will be spent on misdirected capital improvements:

e Operational requirements to achieve low nitrogen limits are not sustainable; personnel,
electrical and chemical cost increases will be substantial.

e NHDES acknowledges cost to wastewater plant communities will be in excess of $250
million. :

+ Even if nitrogen is a concern, overregulation of wastewater plants will not solve the
problem. NHDES acknowledges that the vast majority of nitrogen (70-80%) entering the
Great Bay Estuary comes from sources other than wastewater treatment plants.

e Moratoriums on development may be mandated.

After almost two years of requests, in December 2010 the NHDES Water Division
signaled its possible willingness to collaborate with the communities to conduct a comprehensive
peer review of nitrogen impacts to the Great Bay Estuary. To this end, I am hopeful that you can
encourage collaborative efforts between the NHDES and Coalition communities to evaluate the
science as well as encourage your staff at the Region 1 - Environmental Protection Agency not to
issue wastewater permits with unreasonably low nitrogen limits until NHDES and the Coalition
communities complete a comprehensive peer review of the science behind them.

Attached you will find the coalition's most recent correspondence with NHDES Water
Division Director Harry Stewart regarding this matter. Please know that in Durham we (and I as
a resident here) cherish the Great Bay; but we want to have sound science upon which to base
decision making before spending scarce dollars.

Thank you for all of your efforts on behalf of the New England région. I hope that you
have a wonderful holiday season, and a happy and healthy 2011.

Admlmstrator

Enclosure



Dover, Durhawy, Exeter, Newmarket, Portymouth, Rochester
December 21, 2010

Harry T. Stewart, P.E,, Director
NHDES Water Division '
_ 28 Hazen Drive

PO Box 95

Concord, NH 03302-0095

RE: Great Bay POTW Meeting December 2, 2010
Dear Mr. Stewart:

This letter is sent on behalf of the municipalities (Dover, Durham, Exeter, Newmarket, Portsmouth’and -
Rochester) which attended the above meeting at the NHDES offices at the Pease Tradeport on :
December 2, 2010. First, we thank you and your staff for attending the meeting that we viewed as very
productive. At the close of the meeting, the group of municipalities agreed to provide NHDES with a
proposed approach to resolution of the outstanding issues relating to nutrient water quality criteria in
the Great Bay Estuary. All the communities share the State’s concern for the Great Bay Estuary and are -
committed to finding a successful way to protect it. However, as you know, these communities are
concerned that the Numeric Nutrient Criteria Document dated June 2009 appears to be based on
incorrect assumptions regarding key environmental factors influencing the health of the Bay (e.g,,
eelgrass decline and tributary DOJ. In particular, ambient data collected this summer by UNH confirmed
that nutrients are not playing a significant role in water column transparency, Based on this
information, the proposed criteria are not likely to remedy eelgrass declines and would result in
misdirection of scarce municipal resources, These results were forwarded to your staff and we plan on
forwarding the report of the summer sampling program for your consideration shortly.

The municipalities believe that the prompt, collaborative resolution of these concerns is necessary
because we understand that EPA intends on reissuing municipal permits with stringent nitrogen limits
(potentially costing several hundred million dollars), based on the 2009 DES report. Given the more
recent scientific information, the impacted communities would be forced to challenge those actions.
This would be a very unfortunate turn of events for all concerned since local resources will be diverted
from more important Bay restoration activities. Therefore, we ask that you contact Region | to setup a
meeting to discuss our mutual concerns and our proposed program of collaborative efforts to protect
the Bay, as outlined below.



Harry Stewart
December 21, 2010

Page 2

Our communities believe that the following activities would provide the best means ensuring the long
term protection of the Bay’s resources and wise expenditure of local resources:

1.

After submission of our consultant’s updated technical report, NHDES and Region | staff
responsible for the development/approval of the Numeric Nutrient Criteria Document will
meet with consultants for the municipalities (HydroQual, Inc. and Hall & Associates) for a
collaborative exchange of their respective views of the scientific principles and existing data
relevant to the establishment of nutrient criteria for the Great Bav This meeting should
occur on or before January 31, 2011.

As part of this meeting, the parties should seek consensus on important scientific data
which could be developed through studies over the next year to assist NHDES in setting
appropriate numeric nutrient criteria for the Great Bay Estuary.

The municipalities agree to contribute to funding, the studies identified by the above
process to be performed during the calendar year 2011. EPA should identify if any federal
matching funds may be available to assist in this effort.

The municipalities agree to also contribute to funding , a comprehensive and independent
peer review process to review the June 2009 document, updated consultant’s report and
consensus studies identified in the January 2011 meeting. The nature and scope of the peer
review process (including charge questions) will be jointly prepared through collaborative
efforts by NHDES and the municipalities.

The peer review process will completed no later than September 2011.

To protect Bay resources while the peer review process is ongoing, the communities agree
to establish “practices” to reduce nutrients and inorganic solids discharged at each of their
facilities including stormwater discharges. This should help to prevent any increase in
loadings to the Bay in the near term.

Each community agrees to retain a qualified engineering consultant to prepare and analyze
the options and costs for each facility to achieve an effluent limit of 8 mg/l TN {annual
average). This level of control, if implemented, should result in pre-1390 municipal loads
when eelgrass populations were stable.

During the time period of the peer review process, the municipalities agree to contribute to
funding, an Oyster and Eelgrass Restoration Project to be designed collaboratively by NHDES
staff, the Piscataqua River Estuary Partnership (“PREP”) and the municipalities. These
studies will help to determine if TN concentration is the factor adversely impacting eelgrass
health via pathways other than light penetration.



Harry Stewart
December 21, 2010
Page 3

We request that NHDES agree to participate in good faith in the above collaborative effort and to issue a
fetter to the municipalities stating that the Department believes that the conclusions of the June 2009
Numetric Nutrient Criteria for the Great Bay Estuary document should be re-examined through an
independent Peer Review Process to be completed over the next 12 months.

The municipalities recognize that the Great Bay Estuary is an important and irrepiaceable resource for
the State of New Hampshire and for the New Hampshire Coastal Communities. The rigorous scientific
process described above is necessary to assure that municipal resources are spent wisely and that the
chosen regulatory path will achieve its desired outcome. We hope that NHDES is willing to participate
in this collaborative effort and would appreciate a written response to this proposal as it reflects a major
commitment of municipal resources by mid-lanuary 2011. In particular, we would appreciate your
concurrence regarding the recommended peer review process in light of the recent technical data
collected by UNH.

~ We look forward to your response.
‘Respectfully submitted, -

Great Bay Estuary Municipal Group

By; A—‘—\ '

Rusell J, Dean, Exeter Town Manager

By:

Edward J, W@kewm&ninistrator
By: /\ ;éno / :

Scruton, Rochester City Manager
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March 16, 2011

Mr. Todd I. Selig
Administrator

Town of Durham

15 Newmarket Road
Durham, NH 03824-5571

Dear Mr. Selig:

Thank you for your December 23, 2010, letter to Regional Administrator Spalding concerning
the development of numeric nutrient criteria and Clean Water Act permits for the Great Bay. He
asked me to respond and I apologize for the delay in doing so.

EPA shares your interest in restoring and maintaining the ecological health of Great Bay; the
development of scientifically sound numeric nutrient criteria; the establishment of reasonable
and protective permit limits for municipal dischargers; and appropriate consideration of the
economic costs associated with achieving applicable water quality criteria for nitrogen in Great
Bay. .

EPA acknowledges that some irreducible level of scientific and technical debate is likely
inevitable when assessing the issue of nutrients, especially in the context of complex ecosystems
like Great Bay. We have long been aware of questions about New Hampshire’s draft numeric
water quality criteria for nutrients. EPA has actively sought out mechanisms to address these
concerns with the state’s scientific and technical analysis and conclusions in neutral forums.
EPA solicited independent review of the document “Numeric Nutrient Criteria for the Great Bay
Estuary” through the Nutrient Scientific Technical Exchange Partnership and Support program
by two widely-recognized experts in the field of estuarine science. Both reviewers concluded
that NHDES was correct in their determination that nitrogen was the causal variable influencing
the loss of eelgrass in Great Bay. The reviewers commented that the data collected by NHDES
was of high quality and its interpretation well supported by scientific literature and reasoning.
The results of this review were broadly consistent with numerous estuarine research studies over
the past several decades, which have demonstrated a causal link between excess inputs of
nitrogen to estuaries and proliferation of nuisance algae and the detrimental effects that this has
on submerged aquatic vegetation, oysters, dissolved oxygen concentrations and light attenuation.

Toll Free «1-888-372-7341 )
internet Address (URL) « http://www.epa.goviregiont
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EPA and NH DES p10v1ded an explanation of the Clean Water Act standards and permitting
process at the March 9" meeting of the Southeast Watershed Alliance (SWA). We explained
how it was possible for the scientific dialogue about the nutrient criteria to proceed in parallel
with the permitting process. I also made it clear that the existence of scientific uncertainty or
technical complexity do not bar or necessarily impede Agency action under the Clean Water Act.

At the SWA meeting I described what was involved in the issuance of NPDES permits to
municipal wastewater treatment plant discharges within the Great Bay Estuary watershed. EPA
is required to establish effluent limitations for pollutants that are discharged at concentrations
that have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of a State water quality
standard, including State narrative criteria. Based on available information, including evidence
that the receiving waters have reached their assimilative capacity for nitrogen, there is reasonable
potential for total nitrogen discharges from municipal wastewater treatment plants in the
watershed to cause or contribute to an excursion of New Hampshire’s narrative criteria for
nutrients. EPA is expressly obligated as a matter of statute and regulation to impose effluent
limitations that are sufficiently stringent to ensure compliance with these water quality criteria.
The Agency intends to establish a total nitrogen limit that is neither “unreasonably low”—nor
unreasonably high—but that instead is derived in accordance with applicable regulatory
procedures and guidance to comply with the legal mandate just described.

EPA also made clear that we are aware that most of the municipal treatment plants within the
Great Bay watershed are not equipped to provide significant removal of total nitrogen, and that
in some cases significant upgrades will be necessary. I emphasized that EPA’s greatest
flexibility is in using administrative enforcement tools to establish reasonable schedules for-
attaining the necessary reductions. In establishing these schedules, EPA will take into account
“the cost of the treatment plant upgrades and the financial impact on users. ‘

The EPA and NH DES presentations were followed by what I felt was an important and
productive dialogue between the regulatory agencies and the SWA communities, including the
Coalition communities. While it is clear that there is a wide range of views on the science and
regulatory strategy, there also seemed a clear sense that everyone was willing to come to the
table and talk about an approach that was both focused on individual sub-estuaries and linked to
a holistic plan for the Great Bay Estuary. I did emphasize that there would need to be a clear
backstop to ensure that discussions happen within a reasonable timeframe.

EPA is prepared to work simultaneously with individual communities on the specific needs in
their part of the estuary, and with a collective group of communities in the watershed on a more
comprehensive plan. I would welcome an indication that the Coalition communities want to join
EPA and NH DES in this larger d1alogue along with some unsewered communities and NGO
representatives.



We look forward to working with the Great Bay watershed communities and NH DES to restore
and maintain the Great Bay ecosystem. Please feel free to call me at 617-918-1501 if you would
like to discuss this further.

Sincerely, e
I/ . /_/
L ot"l,.

Stephen S. Perkins
Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection

cc: Harry Stewart, NH DES
John Bohenko, Portsmouth City Manager
Robert Steele, Rochester City Manager
J. Michael Joyal, Jr., Dover City Manager
Edward J. Wojnowski, Newmarket Town Administrator
Russell J. Dean, Exeter Town Manager
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The Honorable Lisa Jackson, Administrator
~U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Ariel Rios Building -

Washmgton D. C 20004

Re: Nutr_ient Permitting' Issues in'Great Bay
Dear Administrator J ackson:

I wr1te today regardmg recent communlcatlon from EPA Reg1on Ito the Town of Exeter
New. Hampshlre -Tegarding its wastewater fa01l1ty I understand that EPA Region I informed
Exeter that it intends to issue a new NPDES permn imposing “limits of technology™ for total.
nitrogen reductron on the town 'S wastewater facrhty, which drscharges to the Squarnscott R1ve1

t '1n the Great Bay Estuary

, Exeter is one of a number of mumc1pal1t1es in southeastern New Hampshlre that have
] joined together to work with the state to study:-and address issues that have arisen regarding -
water quality in Great Bay ‘Several of these towns have expressed concern ‘that addressing
point-source nitrogen ‘will not solve the ecolog1cal problems 1dent1ﬁed in Great. Bay, and that the
‘ -expenditure of significant resources on point-source reductron may divert resources from other

actions that mrght better address the env1ronmental concerns facmg the Bay S ____:_v__«_ _ R

I would lrke to request that EPA delay ﬁnal perrmt act1on for Exeter and other wastewater o
+ treatment plants drschargmg to Great Bay untll further studles have been completed as outlmed
' below et T T e e T e e e D AT

In response to the concerns rarsed by the commumtles the New Hampsh1re Department
. _of Env1ronmental Services (NHDES) has been in dlscussmns with the mun1c1paht1es and EPA
e Reg1on 1 w1th the goal of. developrng an 1ndependent peer review of the issues. Last week;
* technical experts from NHDES met with the municipalities’ consultants to plan for the review.
NHDES and the communities’ discussed collaboratrvely building a soph1st1cated model of water
. “quality and: hydrodynamlcs for the Squamscott River. This model would allow. reﬁned site- -
R —specific’ analyses of the'roleof nitrogen-in- the*observed water quahty 1mpa1rments “and: provrde a—* I
‘ documented, site- specrﬁc basis for NPDES permlt limits. The antrcrpated completion ¢ date for < ' '
this modehng effort is: December 31,2011, Webelieve: that is a, construct1ve alternatlve for -
moving forward. A: delay in ﬁnal perm1t actlon will allow your agency to use the best technolo gy
and data to set the appropnate permit levels to protect water qualrty Inkthrs manner T beheve

" TDD Access: Rélay NH 1.800-735-2964



The Honorable Lisa J ackson
April 18,2011 |
Page 2

that it will be p0531ble to arrive at a de0131on that will receive greater local acceptance and
ultimately make the most efficient and effective use of local resources to 1mprove the health of
Great Bay. ‘

Thank you for your time and con31derat10n If you need further mformatlon please do
not hesitate to contact me.

¢t Mr. Curt Spaldlng, Admrmstrator EPA Reglon 1

Thomas Burack, Commissioner, NH Department of Environmental Services
The Honorable Scott Myers, Mayor, City of Dovey

Todd 1. Selig, Administrator, Town of Durham

Robert Aldrich, Chair, Exeter Board of Selectmen -

Eric Botterman, Chair, Newmarket Town Council
' The Honorable Tom Ferrini, Mayor, City of Portsmouth

" The Honorable T.J. Jean, Mayor C1ty of Rochester o




= "JEANNE SHAHEEN , SUITE SH-520
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NEW HAMPSH N WASHINGTON, DC 205

Mnited States Senate '

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 27, 2011 o ﬁfﬂﬂ%‘g

M,
Admuinistrator Lisa P. Jackson A 0 I 20”

Environmental Protection Agency . Aby
Atriel Rios Building C . Tt OW/V (;ﬁ DOFF/CE
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW . URHAM

Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Jackson:

I am writing to you today to request that EPA.delay any decision on final discharge permits for the
communities surrounding the Great Bay Estuary in New Hampsh_u:e untl comprehens1ve modeling
has been completed.

Exeter, New Hampshire was recently issued a draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit imposing a 3 mg/L limit on nitrogen effluent for the town’s wastewater facility which
discharges into the Squamscott River, a tributary of the Great Bay Estuary. Attainment of this limit
will take significant investment by the town and could considerably raise sewer rates in the town.
Exeter and 2 number of other towns and cities around Great Bay who are facing similar limits have
expressed concern that simply addressing nitrogen limits on pbint sources may not be the best or
most cost effective solution to help reverse damage to the Bay and improve water quality.

These communities have been working closely with the New Hampshite Department of
Environmental Services (NHDES) on the issue of nutrient limits and are collaborating with
NHDES in developing a comprehensive and sophisticéted model of the water quality and
hydrodynamics of the Squamscott River. This model will attempt to more closely identify the °
contributing factors to the low levels of dissolved oxygen in the Great Bay, which many believe are
contributing sighiﬁcantly to its degradation.

The Great Bay is one of New Hampshire’s greatest treasures and ehsuﬁng its continued health and
vitality are of the utmost importance to our state and to the communities around the Bay. The
communities face the challenge of ensuring that their already scarce municipal resources are
expended, appropriately. Cornpietion of the modeling by NHDES will provide a complete picture of
the Bay’s health and the factots affecting water quality. This, in turn, will provide certainty to the
affected communities that any investments required by EPA are appropriate given the science of the |
water quality modeling.



I am respectfully requesting that you delay any decision on final permits for Exeter and other
sutrounding New Hampshire communities until this modeling has been completed.

Thank you for your attention to this mattet. Ilook forward to your response.

Sincetely,

Jeanne Shaheen
* United States Senatot

Cc: Curt Spalding, EPA Region 1 Administrator
The Honorable Scott Myers, Mayor, City of Dover
Todd Selig, Administrator, Town of Durham
Robert Aldtich, Chair, Exeter Board of Selectmen
Erc Botterman, Chair, Newmarket Town Council .
The Honorable Tom Fetrini, Mayor, City of Portsmouth
- The Honorable T.J. Jean, Mayor, City of Rochester
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The Honorable Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Shaheen:

Thank you for your letter of April 27, 2011, to Administrator Jackson regarding the
Environmental Protection Agency's recently proposed wastewater discharge permit for the Town
of Exeter, New Hampshire. Administrator Jackson asked that I respond to you on her behalf.

EPA shares your interest in finding a solution for water quality impairments in the Great Bay
estuary that makes efficient and effective use of local resources. We also agree that point source
controls alone will fall short of what is fully needed to address the ecological problems in the
estuary that have been documented by the State of New Hampshire and the Piscataqua Region
Estuary Partnership. y
On March 25, 2011, EPA proposed nitrogen limits for the Town of Exeter's wastewater discharge
to the Squamscott River, announced our intent to hold a public hearing on this proposal and, at
the request of the Town, established an extended comment period of 120 days to accept public
input on the proposed discharge limits. We do not expect that a final permit, including the
resolution of any appeals, would take effect prior to December 31, 2011, and we do intend to
consider new information at any time during this permitting process.

We appreciate the commitment demonstrated by the Great Bay communities' willingness to
spend local dollars for additional studies in the Great Bay estuary. It is our understanding that

- results from the towns’ most recent water quality modeling proposal will be available in time for
EPA to consider any new findings prior to issuing a final permit for the Town of Exeter.
However, it should be noted that in the case of Exeter, there is little doubt as to the need for the
permit’s nitrogen limits given the requirements of the Clean Water Act governing point source
discharges into impaired waters and the record before EPA. Given the abundance of existing
information supporting the proposed nitrogen limit, local funds might be better spent helping to
address the many non-point sources of nitrogen pollution in the Exeter/Squamscott watershed.

It is also important not to underestimate the positive impact of replacing Exeter's existing lagoon
system with a modern-day wastewater treatment facility. The control of this single point source
represents the most predictable and effective nitrogen control measure that can be taken in this
important tributary to Great Bay. We fully expect to see significant, measurable improvements
in the health of the receiving waters with this permit.

intemet Address (URL) htq::7/www.epa.gov/region1
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We look forward to continuing to work closely with the State of New Hampshire and Great Bay
communities on water quality improvements in the Great Bay watershed, including the
affordability of any necessary improvements to wastewater treatment facilities. We would
especially like to encourage discussions on any potential non-point source controls the
communities may be prepared to implement.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff
may call Rudy Brown in the Office of Government Relations at (617) 918-1031. ' :

Sincerely,

H. Curtis Spalding
Regional Administrator

cc: Thomas Burack, Commissioner, NH Department of Environmental Services
The Honorable Scott Myers, Mayor, City of Dover
Todd I. Selig, Administrator, Town of Durham
.Robert Aldrich, Chair, Exeter Board of Selectmen
Eric Botterman, Chair, Newmarket Town Council
The Honorable Tom Ferrini, Mayor, City of Portsmouth
The Honorable T.J. Jean, Mayor, City of Rochester
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Thomas Burack, Commissioner ‘
Department of Environmental Services
29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95

Concord, NH 03302-0095

RE: Proposed MoA with the Great Bay Municipal Coalition

Dear Mr. Burack:

-Newington is one of fourteen NH municipalities that operate a wastewater treatment plant
in the Great Bay watershed. We are writing in opposition to the May 6 draft Memoran-
dum of Agreement (MoA) between your agency and the Great Bay Municipal Coalition
that was recently presented to the Exeter Board of Selectmen. Our reasons are several.

At the Southeast (NH) Watershed Alliance’s May 11 symposium, a consensus among the
scientists in attendance was that further study will yield comparatively few benefits, and
that the time for action is now. We need only contemplate the dead zones in Chesapeake
Bay to see what awaits us if we fail to take adequate measures in a timely manner.

Environmental scientists advise us that a substantial reduction in nitrogen discharges at
wastewater treatment plants is necessary in order to solve the problem. Unfortunately,
the MoA’s proposed 8 milligram per liter (mg/l) standard would entail a considerable
investment, yet would not be sufficient to solve the problem. We have no enthusiasm for
funding an endeavor that would not achieve the desired results.

Admittedly, building to a more rigorous standard will be expensive. Yet failure to do so
would ultimately cost us a great deal more. Be mindful that it is the Seacoast’s quality of
life and environmental amenities that attract and retain such world-class corporations as
Lonza and Timberland. Companies such as these are the engines that drive our economy.

Furthermore, the alarming loss of eelgrass due to excessive nitrogen in the estuary is a
threat to New Hampshire’s oldest industry, that of commercial fishing. The wholesale
destruction of eelgrass would surely accelerate the demise of an industry that has been
integral to our region’s culture and identity for the past four hundred years.

205 Nimble Hill Road « Newington, NH 03801 ¢ (603) 436-7640 ¢ Fax (603) 436-7188 ¢ Email: selectmen@newington.nh.us



The six-member coalition does not speak for our town, or for the other seven NH
communities that operate wastewater plants in the estuary, or for the 300,000 residents of
the forty-three other municipalities in the watershed.

In summary, the coalition’s proposed 8 mg/1 standard would undermine our multi-faceted
efforts to preserve the estuary.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

s I oy (e E Mt

Cosmas Iocovozzi, Chair Jane Hislop, Co-Chair 4
Newington Board of Selectmen : Newington Conservation Commission
cc: NH Congressional delegation

Governor John Lynch

Newington’s legislative delegation

Great Bay area communities

NH Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Rockingham Planning Commission



TOWN OF DURHAM
15 NEWMARKET ROAD
DURHAM, NH 03824-2898

Tel: 603/868-5571 # B

DATE: June 6, 2011

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
INITIATED BY: Diana Carroll, Council Chair
" AGENDA ITEM: PRESENTATION REGARDING THE STRAFFORD COUNTY

ComMmISSIONERS’ PROPOSED 2011/12 BUDGET — PETER
SCHMIDT, CHAIRMAN, STRAFFORD COUNTY DELEGATION,
AND GEORGE MAGLARAS, CHAIRMAN, STRAFFORD COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

CC PREPARED BY: Jennie Berry, Administrative Assistant
Diana Carroll, Council Chair

PRESENTED BY: Representative Peter Schmidt, Chairman, Strafford
County Delegation
Commissioner George Maglaras, Chairman, Str#ford
County Board of Commissioners

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

Representative Peter Schmidt, Chairman of the Strafford County Delegation, and
Commissioner George Maglaras, Chairman, Strafford County Board of
Commissioners, have been invited to attend Monday night’s Council meeting to
provide Councilors with a brief overview of the Strafford County Board of
Commissioners’ proposed 2011/12 budget. County Administrator Raymond Bower,
will also be in the audience during the presentation.

This presentation will give the Council and Durham residents important
information. First of all, many Durham taxpayers ask, "What does the County tax
money pay for?" And this budget year the questions that arise are: "What changes
have been made in the 2011 County budget? What effect will these changes have on
County programs? Will these changes have an effect on municipalities like
Durham?" The presentation and discussion should answer these questions.

é" Printed on Recycled Paper



Council Communication, 6/6/11
Re: Presentation by Representative Peter Schnudt & Commissioner George

Maglaras on Strafford County Board of Commissioner’s Proposed 2011/12 Budget
Page 2

Attached for the Council’s information is a Memorandum from Commissioner
Maglaras relative to the county budget. The proposed budget may be viewed on the
county’s website at www.co.strafford.nh.us by clicking on “County Information” at
the top of the page, then “County Commissioner’s Office”.

LEGAL AUTHORITY:
N/A

LEGAL OPINION:
N/A

FINANCIAL DETAILS:
N/A

SUGGESTED ACTION OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

No formal action is required. Receive presentation from Representative Schmidt and
Commissioner Maglaras and hold a question and answer session if desired. .




_ COMMISSIONERS STRAFFORD COUNTY

GEORGE MAGLARAS, Chairman

ROBERT J. WATSON, Vice Chairman =~ COMMISSIONERS

CATHERINE A. CHENEY, Clerk WILLIAM A. GRIMES
Justice & Administration Building
TREASURER P.0O. Box 799

PAMELA J. ARNOLD Dover, New Hampshire 03821-0799

Telephone: (603) 742-1458

Colgﬁggﬂlfgﬁgm Fax: (603) 743-4407
MEMORANDUM
TO: Durham Town Council
FROM: George Maglaras, Commission Chairman & Peter Schmidt, Delegation Chairman
DATE: May 27,2011
SUBJECT: - County Budget Overview

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Council regarding County issues next Monday, June 6th. As we are
sure you are aware, Strafford County is facing many budget challenges, primarily related to the economy and the
State government’s pass down of costs to the local property taxpayer through the County tax.

Over the last ten (10) years, the State of New Hampshire has passed down over $30 million in costs to the County
taxpayer. We have been able to offset some of these costs through aggressively seeking increases in non-tax
revenues, primarily by boarding inmates for other jurisdictions at our House of Corrections.

As part of the 2011 Proposed .Budget (we operate on a calendar year budget), the Strafford County
Commissioners proposed a 2.9% increase in the amount to be raised by taxes, which was designed to meet the
needs of the County, yet remain under the tax caps for the cities of Dover and Rochester. The budget was
proceeding toward approval by the Strafford County Delegation, with few changes. At the last minute, the
Delegation, by a one vote majority, made a bottom line cut to the budget (the amount to be raised by taxation) of
$725,326. This forced by the Commissioners to make the very difficult decision to eliminate sixteen (16)
additional full-time equivalent (FTE) positions from County employment (we have eliminated seventy-six [76]
positions over the last 2 years). This also forced us to eliminate funding for UNH/Strafford County Cooperative
Extension and our County-wide Domestic Violence program. We have not given up on either program and we
are committed to try to find ways for both of these important programs to continue in some form.

It should also be noted that County employees have not had any wage increases since October of 2008. In
addition, employees have been asked to pay more for out-of-pocket expenses towards their insurance plan, and
incurring higher deductible and co-pays. '

All this being said, all is not “doom and gloom” at the County. We continue to receive State and National
recognition for our criminal justice programming, both in the jail and for our Community Corrections programs.
Strafford County’s Riverside Rest Home continues to enjoy positive results from local and State inspectors, while
maintaining a high customer satisfaction Ievel.

These uncertain times have encouraged many cities and towns to join the County in discussing possible
operational and economic benefits from providing services on a regional basis. We believe there are several
opportunities to share the benefits of regionalization as the Town of Durham has done with joining the regional
Dispatch Center in Strafford County.

We look forward to our meeting with you on June 6™



BREAKDOWN OF STRAFFORD COUNTY TAXES

Medicaid & Nursing Home Services
Criminal Justice Services

Debt Accounts

Maintenance & Utilities

County Administration & Finance

Total Amount to be Raised by Taxes

*Medicaid & Nursing Home Services: Includes costs for all County residents in nursing homes receiving Medicaid.
*Criminal Justice Services: Includes House of Corrections, County Attorney, Sheyiff, Dispatch Center,

Medical Examiner, Community Corrections & Drug Court.
*Debt Accounts: Includes short and long term liability.

14,950,000.00
7,050,000.00
3,900,000.00
500,000.00
400,000.00

26,800,000.00

Maintenance &
Utilities

2%

County
Administration
& Finance

1%

Breakdown of County Taxes




