TOWN OF NOTTINGHAM

139 Stage Road, P.O. Box 114, Nottingham, NH 03290 - email: plan.zone@nottingham-nh.gov Tel (603) 679-9597 Fax (603} 679-1013

Zoning Board of Adjustment Application for Appeal- VARIANCE

*PLEASE READ THE APPLICATION RULES AND GUIDELINES BEFORE COMPLETING THE, APPLICATION

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: Street Address 209 Mill Pond Rd. & Kelsey R.

24 141-2
Tax Map Lot Sub-Lot

Applicant’s information:

Name(s): Langdon Construction, LLC
[ Address: 131 Old Nottingham Rd, Phone #: 603-944-1290
Epping, NH 03042 E-mail: Jangdonconstructionllc@gmail.com

Owner(s) information (if same as applicant write same):

Name(s): Laurel M, Miller
Address:  pO Rox 934 Phone #:

Nottingham, NH 03290 E-mail:
| Representative’s information (if applicable):

Name(s): Beals Associates, PLLC
Address: 70 Portsmotuh Ave, Phone #: 603-583-4860
Stratham, NH 03885 E-mail: csmith@bealsassociates.com

| Property information: '
Lot Dimensions: Front _975+/- Rear 765+/- Side 410%+/- Side 794't/-

Lot Area: Acres _ 16.06 Square Feet 699,573

Present Use of Property Single family residence with out buildings.

Please provide a copy of the recent deed and tax card for this property.
| The signer shall be the owner; or the signer shall provide a letter siened by all the property owners giving the
signer permission to represent the owner in presentation of this application.

| I certify that the information provided is to the best of my knowledge, compléie
OWNER(S) Christian O, Smith, PE -
Printed name

- March 2, 2020
Date

Printed name Signature Date

Printed name Signature Date




NOTE: This application is not acceptable unless all statements following have been completed.
Additional information may be supplied on a separate sheet if needed.

VARIANCE REQUEST

A variance is requested from Article 1II Section 5.a) of the zoning ordinance to permit; -
To allow the frontage subdivision application to proceed with the Nottingham Planning Board without a

Hydrogeologic study where the ordinance stated ono shall be required,

Previous Zoning Board action on this property: N/A

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

1. The variance would not be contrary to the public interest because:
The variance would not be contrary to the public interest as the septic test pits did not reveal actual aquifer
soils {deep coarse sands & gravels with no water table), and the only test pits that failed the loca] 24" water
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2. The spirit of the ordinance is observed:

The spirit of the ordinance is observed as the soils on the parcel do not concur with what would be expected

in an actual aquifer & the septic design standards for the Aquifer Protection District will be obscrved in the i
igns, imatlya Y septic ficids a5 15 icalty possiblewitl becom cdoutside of the apped

district on the parent parcel

3. Substantial justice is done:
Substantial justice is done as the homeowner and developer will be able to subdivide the parcel within the
standards of the Zoning Ordinance without the time and cost of 2 hydrogeological study as defined in
Articie i

. The values of the surrounding properties are not diminished: .
In fact, the rehab of the existing home and construction of new homes will likely improve property values.|f




3. Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary hardship:
A. For purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing to special
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area:

(i) No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the
ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the property; and

The general purpose of the cited code is to prove that nitrate-nitrogen (NO3-N) does not exceed
5 mg/l at the property boundary, the fact that the developer uses Enviro-Septic leach beds (the
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bottom, it would be extraordinary that any such hydrogeo. study would show any concnetration
of NO3-N higher than 5mg/l in the groundwater at the parent parcel boundary.

ii) The proposed use is a reasonable one.

The proposed use is allowed in the zone, and all other Aquifer Protection District standards are |
being upheld (c.g. 3-acre parcels, eic).

B. If the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be deemed to
exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the
ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

The area of mapped aquifer on the parcel is the outer limit of the Aquifer associated with
Nottingham Lake. We have reviewed the arca with a hydrogeologist and it appears the
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soils on-site are not demonstrative of aquifer soils. and finally, the study would not likelv
provide any additional information from which to judge the application/proposal,
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o1 understand that | MUST appear in person at the public hearing
OR
0 If T cannot appear in person,

T'will designate the representative or agent, in writing below, to act on my behalf:

[ 1 hereby designate

: to represent me as a representative/agent in the pur. of this appeal.
(see aitached letter of authorization) /?& ; 7 2-2-28E0
Property Owner(s) f

Signature Date P Signature Date

. Property Owner(s)

Signature

Property Owner(s)

Property Owner(s)

Signature




LIST OF ABUTTERS  (See Attached list of abuiters)

gt

The following is a list of all abutting property owners concerned in this appeal. An abutter is any person whose property
is located in New Hampshire and adjoins or is direcily across the street or stream from the land under consideration. The
Land Use Office can assist you in determining your abutters, but YOU ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING THE
CORRECT OWNER AND MAILING INFORMATION, When vetifying the correct owner and mailing information
you are required to use the assessing information. You are ultimately responsible for your own list of abutters. This
information is necessary to properly notify all interested parties with certified notices. FAILURE TO PROVIDE

COMPLETE INFORMATION ON ABUTTERS WILL RESULT IN THE APPLICATION BEING RETURNED
AND MAY DELAY THE SCHEDULING OF YOUR HEARING.

tl

**PRINT THREE ADDRESS LABELS PER ABUTTER
INCLUDING THE APPLICANT, OWNER & PROFESSIONAL]S[ *E

1. Applicant(s) Name Address

2. Owner Name Address

3. Professional(s) Name Address

MAP/ LOT/ SUB-LOT ABUTTElR(S) NAME MAILING ADDRESS




TOWN OF NOTTINGHAM
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

139 Stage Road, P.O. Box 114, Nottingham, NH 03290 - email: plan.zone@nottingham-nh.goy Tel (603) 679-9597 Fax (603) 679-1013

AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER UPON SUBJECT PROPERTY

The property owner(s), by the filing of this application, hereby give permission for the members of the
Nottingham Planning Board and such agents or employees of the Town as the Nottingham Planning Board may
authorize, to enter upon the property which is the subject of this application at any reasonable time for the
purpose of such examinations, surveys, tests and/or inspections as may be appropriate to enable this application
to be processed.

I/We hereby waive and release any claim or right I/we may now or hereafter possess against any of the above
individuals as a result of any examinations, surveys, tests and/or inspections conducted on my/our property in
connection with this application, This authorization expires in one year from date of signature

(£ Miller)
Property Owner(s) _(. % 'g‘ %l 3-2-2020

Signature Date Signature

| Property Owner(s)

Property Owner(s)

Signature

Property Owner(s)

Signature Signature




TOWN OF NOTTINGHAM
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

139 Stage Road, P.O. Box 114, Nottingham, NH 03290 - email: plan.zone@nottingham-nh.gov Tel (603) 679-9597 Fux (603) 679-1013

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS
FEE SCHEDULE

i Fee’s collected at time of application:

TOTAL CHARGE DATE PAID

| APPLICATION FEE

il $100.00 100.00

ABUTTER NOTIFICATION
18 X $10.00/PER ABUTTER 180.00

i PUBLIC NOTICE FEE
il $75.00 75.00

$355.00




THE FIVE VARIANCE CRITERIA

The following are excerpts from “The Board of Adjustment in New Hampshire: A Handbook Jor Local
Officials ” provided by the State of New Hampshire Office of Energy and Planning. While the information here
is intended to assist the layperson in presenting the information required under State law to obtain a variance
Jrom the Town'’s zoning ordinance, it is still ultimately the applicant’s responsibility to address the five
variance criteria to the satisfaction of the Zoning Board of Adjustment during their presentation,

VARIANCES- A DEFINITION

| A variance is a relaxation or a waiver of any provision of the ordinance authorizing the landowner to use his or
her land in a manner that would otherwise violate the ordinance and may be granted by the board of adjustment
| on appeal. “Variances are included in a zoning ordinance to prevent the ordinance from becoming confiscatory
| or unduly oppressive as applied to individual properties uniquely situated. “Sprague v. Acworth 120 N.H. 641,
(1980). The local ordinance cannot limit or increase the powers of the board to gran variances beyond statutory
authority, this power must be exercised within specific bounds.

RSA 674:33 Powers of Zoning Board of Adjustment
(effective September 22, 2013)
I. The zoning board of adjustment shall have the power to:
(a) Hear and decide appeals if it is alleged there is error in any order, requirement, decision, or
determination made by an administrative official in the enforcement of any zoning ordinance adopted
pursuant to RSA 674:16; and
(b) Authorize, upon appeal in specific cases, a variance from the terms of the zoning ordinance if:
(1} The variance will not be contrary to the public interest;
(2) The spirit of the ordinance is observed;
(3) Substantial justice is done;
(4) The values of surrounding properties are not diminished; and
(5) Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary hardship.,
(A) For purposes of this subparagraph, "unnecessary hardship" means that, owing to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area:
(i) No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance
provision and the specific application of that provision to the property; and
(ii) The proposed use is a reasonable one.
(B) If the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be deemed to exist if,
and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the
property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore
necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.
The definition of "unnecessary hardship" set forth in subparagraph (5) shall apply whether the provision of the
ordinance from which a variance is sought is a restriction on use, a dimensional or other limitation on a
| permitted use, or any other requirement of the ordinance.

THE FIVE VARIANCE CRITERIA

1. THE VARIANCE WILL NOT BE CONTRARY TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST.

In the case of Gray v, Seidel 143 N.H. 327 (February 8, 1999) the NH Supreme Court reaffirmed the
variance standard in RSA 674:33, 1(b} (1996), which states that the board has the power to A[aluthorize...[a]
variance from the terms of the zoning ordinance as will not be contrary to the public interest, if, owing to
special conditions, a literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship,

o) o a1 n




The court clarified that RSA 674:33.1(b) should not be read to imply ar applicant must meet any
burden higher than required by stature (i.e., there must be a demonstrated public benefit if the variance
were to be granted) but merely must show that there will be ne harm (i.e., “will not be contrary”) to the
public interest if granted.

If an applicant makes even a conclusory statement like: “As you can see, there’s no adverse effect on the
public interest,” that should be enough, unless abutters or board members themselves identify some specific
adverse effect on the public interest, in which case the applicant will have the burden of overcoming it.

For the variance to be contrary to the public interest, it must unduly and to a marked degree violate the
basic zoning objectives of the zoning ordinance. To determine this, does the variance alter the essential
character of the neighborhood or threaten the health, safety or general welfare of the public? (see Chester Rod
and Gun Club, Inc. v. Town of Chester, 152 N.H, 577 (2005) on page 99.

2. THE SPIRIT OF THE ORDINANCE IS OBSERVED.

The power to zone is delegated to municipalities by the state. This limits the purposes for which zoning
restricts can be made to those listed in the state enabling legislation, RSA 674:16-20, In general, the provisions
must promote the “health, safety, or general welfare of the community.” They do this by lessening congestion
in the streets, securing safety from fires, panic and other dangers, and providing for adequate light and air. In
deciding whether or not a variance will violate the spirit and intent of the ordinance, the [applicant] must
determine the legal purpose the ordinance serves and the reason it was enacted. “This requires that the effect
of the variance be evaluated in light of the goals of the zoning ordinance, which might begin, or end, with
areview of the comprehensive master plan wpon which the ordinance is supposed to be based.”

For instance, a zoning ordinance might control building heights specifically to protect adjoining property from
the loss of light and air that could be caused by high buildings. The owner of a piece of property surrounded on
three sides by water might be allowed a height variance without violating the spirit and intent, if the ordinance
clearly states that this is the sole purpose for the building height limitation. On the other hand, if a landowner

i requested a variance for a proposed building that would shut out light and air from neighboring property, the
granting of the variance might be improper.

As another example, consider the question of frontage requirements. Most zoning ordinances specify a
| minimum frontage for building lots to prevent overcrowding of the land. If a lot had ample width a the building
line but narrowed to below minimum requirements where it fronted the public street, a variance might be
considered without violating the spirit and intent of the ordinance , because to do so would not resuli in
overcrowding. There are many other variations of lot shapes and sizes that might qualify for a variance; the
principles remain the same. The courts have emphasized in numerous decisions that the characteristics of the
particular parcel of land determine whether or not a hardship exists.

However, when the ordinance contains a restriction against a particular use of the land, the hoard of
adjustment would violate the spirit and intent of the ordinance by allowing that use. If an ordinance prohibits
industrial and commercial uses in a residential neighborhood, granting permission for such activities would be

| doubtful legality. The board cannot change the ordinance.

In Malachy Glen Associates, Inc. v. Town of Chichester (March 20, 2007), the supreme court stated that
“The requirement that the variance not be contrary fo the public interest is related to the requirement that the
h variance be consistent with ihe spirit of the ordinance.”
{T]o be contrary to the public interest... the variance must unduly, and in a marked degree
onflict with the ordingnce such that i iplafes the prdivance 's bagic zonine oblecti (Jne

way to ascertain whether granting the variance would violate basic zoning objectives is to




examine whether it would alter the essential character of the locality..,. Another approach to
[determine] whether granting the variance would violate basic zoning objectives is to
examine whether granting the variance would threaten the public health, safety or welfare.”

3. SUBSTANTIAL JUSTICE IS DONE.

It is not possible to set up rules that can measure or determine justice. Board members must determine
each case individually. Perhaps the only guiding rule is that any loss to the individual that is not
outweighed by a gain to the general public is an injustice, The injustice must be capable of relief by granting
a variance it meet the other four qualifications. A board of adjustment cannot alleviate an injustice by granting
an illegal variance.

4. THE VALUES OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES ARE NOT DIMINISHED.

Perhaps Attorney Tim Bates says it best in the OEP training video, Zoning and the ZBA: “Whether the
| project made possible by the grant of a variance will decrease the value of surrounding properties is one of
those issues that will depend on the facts of each application. While objection to the variance by abutters may
be taken as some indication that property values might be decreased, such objections fo do not require the
zoning board of adjusiment to fine that values would decrease. Very often, there will be conflicting evidence
and dueling experts on this point, and on many others in a controversial application. 1t is the job of the ZBA to
sift through the conflicting testimony and other evidence and to make a Jinding as to whether a decrease in
property value will occur. The ZBA members may also draw upon their own knowledge of the area involved in
)| reaching a decision on this and other issues. Because of this, the ZBA does not have to accept the conclusions
“of experts on the question of value, or on any other point, since one of the functions of the board is to decide
| how much weight, or credibility, to five testimony or opinions of witnesses, including expert witnesses. Keep in
mind that the burden is on the applicant to convince the ZBA that it is more likely than not that the project will
|| not decrease values.”

5. LITERAL ENFORCEMENT OF THE PROVISION OF THE ORDINANCE WOULD RESULT
s e e i R RO VIO Y 1B ORDINANCE WOULD RESULT
IN AN UNNECESSARY HARDSHIP.

The term “hardship” has caused more problems for boards of adjustment than anything else connected
with zoning, possibly because the term is so general and has so many applications outside of zoning law. By its
basic purpose, a zoning ordinance imposes some hardship on all property by setting lot size dimensions and
allowable uses. The restrictions on one parcel are balanced by similar restriction on other parcels in the same
zone. When the hardship so imposed is shared equally by all property owners, no grounds for a variance exists.
Only when some characteristic of the particular land in question makes it different from others can unnecessary
| hardship be claimed. The fact that a variance may be granted in one town does not mean that in another town
on and identical fact patter, that a different decision might not be lawfully reached by a zoning board. Even in
the same town, different results may be reached with just slightly different fact patterns. This does not mean

§ that either finding or decision is wrong per se, it merely demaonstrates in a larger sense that home rule aspects

| of the law of zoning that are at the core of New Hampshire's land use regulatory scheme.” Nestor V. Town of

Meredith Zoning Board of Adjustment, 138 N.H. 632, 644 A.2d 548, (1994)

(A)}For purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owning to special
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area:
i.  No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of
the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the

property.
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Is the restriction on the property necessary in order to give full effect to the purpose of the ordinance, or
| can relief be granted to this property without frustrating the purpose of the ordinance? Is the full application of
the ordinance to this particular property necessary to promote a valid public purpose?

Once the purposes of the ordinance provision have been established, the property owner needs to
establish that, because of the special conditions of the property, application of the ordinance provision to his
property would not advance the purposes of the ordinance provision in any “fair and substantial” way. This test
attempts to balance the public good resulting from the application of the ordinance against the potential harm to
a private landowner. It goes to the question of whether it creates a necessary or “unnecessary” hardship,

and (ii) The proposed use is a reasonable one.

. The applicant must establish that, because of the special conditions of the property, the proposed use is
reasonable. [H]ardship exists when special conditions of the land render the use for which the variance is
sought ‘reasonable.’ ' '

This is necessarily a subjective judgment- as is almost everything having to do with variances- but

- presumably it includes an analysis of how, the proposed use would affect neighboring properties and the
municipality’s zoning goals generally. It clearly includes “whether the landowner’s proposed use would alter
the essential character of the neighborhood.”

(B) If the criteria in subparagraph (A} are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be
deemed to exist if, and only if, owning to special conditions of the property that distinguish
it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reason ably used in strict
conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a
reasonable use of it,

In the event the applicant is unable to satisfy the Simplex standard codified in paragraph (5)(A), he or
she may still establish unnecessary hardship under the standard in paragraph (5)(B).

This provision states that unnccessary hardship is established “if, owing to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict
conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.”

1

Under this standard, it is not enough to show that he proposed use is reasonable; the applicant must
establish that there is no other reasonable use of the property that would comply with the zoning ordinance.
Even though the restriction significantly limits the value of the property, the standard is not met if the property
can be put to any reasonable use. If the owner is currently making a reasonable use of the property, that fact is
“conclusive evidence that a hardship does not exist.” Further, the owner still must show that the subject
property is unique, so that the zoning restriction imposes more of a burden on it than on other properties in the
area,

| [The five paragraphs above are from The Five Variance Criteria in the 21° Century, NH LGC Law Lecture #2,
Fall 20097




LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION

I, Laurel Miller owner of property located at 209 Mill Pond Road, in Nottingham, NH,
consisting of 16.5 acres +, do hereby authorize Beals Associates, PLLC, 70 Pottsmouth
Avenue, Stratham, NH , and Paul Langdon of Langdon Construction to act on my behalf
in all matters to be discussed at the Nottingham Planning Board hearings, other Land Use
Board approval hearings, or State Permitting Agencies concerning the property
previously mentioned.

I herg;by appoint Beals Associates, PLLC to act on my behalf in the permitting process.
b T »
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ANOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, That , We, Boyd E. Brodhead and Nancy M,
Brodhead, husband and wjfe of Nottingham, County of Rockingham, State
of Yoy Hamnshire

for curesidheration paldd, grant e Lorraine M. Miller and Laurel M. Miller, as
Joint Tenante with Right of Survivorship of 0ld Mill Pond Road,
Nottingham, County of Rockingham, State of New Hampshire
{Mailing Address: Baybexrry Road, Pepperell, MA 01463)

with warrdity cocenants

Areodwimdiicomornensor gt wicormucaby
! A certain parcel of land with the buildings thereon situated in

Nottingham, Rockingham County, State of New Hampshire, beaing shown as
Iot No. 2 on plan of land entitled, “"Subdivision Plan for Boyé& and
¥ || Mancy Brodhead, Nottingham, N.H., dated June 25, 1984, Scale 1° = 60°,"
said plan being xecorded in Rockingham County Registry of Deeds, Plan
No. D-12669, and said lot being more particularly bounded and described
as followst:

Commencing at the Northern most corner of the premises conveyed
herein at a point in the Southerly line of 01d Mill Pond Road at the
eng of a stone wall at land now or formerly of McIntire; thence South
63°58' East, 167.13 feet by and along a stone wall to a poipt; thence
South 56 03° East, 300.00 feet to a point; thence South 72" 00' East
260,00 feet by and along a stone wall to a point, the last three
courses having been by and along 014 Mill Pond Road; thence continuing
in a general Southeasterly direction by and along a cuxve and said 0ld
Mill Pond Road, said curve having a radius of 375 feet and a length of
190 feet, more or less, to a poins at land now or formerly of Dennisg
& Dorothy Lavoie; thence South 127 15' 40" West, 90.00 feet to a point;
thsnce South 389 21' 51" West, 240.47 feet to a point; thgnce South
357 30" 10" East, 379.88 feet to a point; thence North 54 49' 32" East
383.74 feet to a point, the last four courses being by and alongo
land now or formerly of Dennis & Dorothy lLavoie; thence South 36~ 40!
14% East by and aleng a fence ang land now or formerly of Kelsey,
to a fence post; thence South 537 01 West, 435.48 feet by and along
a fence and land now or formerly of Kelsey to a point; thence South
547 43' West, 81.08 feet byoand along land now or formerly of Kelsey
to a point; thence North 33 23' 25 West,ozﬁs.lo feet by and along
Lot No. 1 to an iron pipe; thence South 53° 22*' 55" Wesg, 360.00 feet
by and along Lot No. 1 to an iron pipe; thence North 32° 27' West,
434,09 feet, partially by and algng a fence and & stone wall and Kelsey
Road to a point; thence North 35 37' West, 260.72 feet partially By
and along a stone wall and Kelsey Road to a point; thence North 33~ 03!
08" West, 292,44 feet by and along Kelsey Road and a portion of a stone
wall to an iron pipe; thence North 14~ 10' Bast, 210.74 feet by and
along Iagd now or formerly of Boyd & Nancy Brocdhead to a point; thence
Korth 14~ 10' East, 200.00 feet by and along land now or formerly of
McIntire to a2 drill hole at the point of beginning.

Containing 16.5 acres, more ox less. ﬁ
Y
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Subject to an easement to New England Telephone & Telegraph Compa
dated January 21, 1982 and recorded Rookingham County Registry of

Deeds, Book 2405, Page 1812.
Being a portion of the premises conveyed to us by deed of Boyd E.

Brodhead to Boyd E. Brodhead and Nancy N. Brodhead dated February 3,
/1 1976 recorded Book 2251, Page Wewife hushand of suid grastors « release t
E said grantes all rights of dower 1¢2'ur}efw and howmestead and other snteresis therein,
| Dated this___3xd ga,oL JAugiet ;9;84( fn
; . £y )

Witness to both (:?dﬁ 'il/?h%d Z
' rﬁ&ﬁi%u ‘pti",

198 U’ Wancy Nyg
B eyte of New Huampaliire
Rock ingham 8.! August 3 A D 1B

¢+ Persowally upprared Boyd E. Brodhead and Nancy N. Brodhead
husband and wife,
knowwen to e, o vallsfactorily proven, to be the persorg wlone name 8 are

stubserihed ta the furegoing instrument and weknowledied that t hey exceuted the vame

Surthue pueposes therein eontained, / o
Before me, ’
fstwe o the Peaee - XERGKKIDIRX -
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Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH — Langdon -~ 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

Test Pit # 1

0”-9” 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable gy WAMPg ﬁF‘
i \5 DESIQH '9
97-19” 10YR 5/4 Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy L.oam Subsurfac
Granular, Friable _Egj Sjyteﬂ% §§
0 5
19" —26” 2.5Y 5/3 Light Olive Brown ~ seph P, Nichols Cgtbi’
Fine Sandy Loam b, 01451 o
Granular, Friable o &
Enwmr\"“
26” — 60” 2.5Y 6/3 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox
ESHWT = 26 Inches
Roots to 26 Inches
Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None
Refusal — None
Perc Rate 10 min/Inch
Test Pit # 2
0’-107 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable
10”-18” 10YR 5/4 Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable - HAM D‘S'/’y
i8°-24”  25Y53  Light Olive Brown & pesigner 2
Fine Sandy Loam -
Granular, Friable surface 0) 0
Sy O
' 8
247 — 44> 2.5Y 6/2 Light Brownish Gray g
Very Fine Silt Loam J"S‘“ﬁh F; Nichols @
Blocky, Firm w/ Redox [ " 451 &
L Of 23
T Enwr‘of\m

44” — 60~ 2.5Y 6/6 Olive Yellow
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 24 Inches

Roots to 24 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive @ 24 Inches

Refusal - None

*Failed Town (Less than 36™ to restrictive layer)




Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH — Langdon — 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

TestPit# 3

0”-10” 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy I.oam
Granular, Friable

) PAMBS, ]
1 Al

107 -16” 10YR 6/3 Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Blocky, Friable

167 —48” 25Y 672 Light Brownish Gray
Very Fine Silt Loam

Blocky, Firm w/ Redox 2 o <&

48” — 64~ 2.5Y 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 16 Inches

Roots to 16 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive @ 16 Inches

Refusal - None

*Failed Town (Less than 36” to restrictive layer, Less than 24 to SHWT)

Test Pit# 4

0.8 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

8”-16” 10YR 6/3 Yellowish Brown

' Fine Sandy Loam

Blocky, Friable

16” — 40~ 2.5Y 6/2 Light Brownish Gray
Very Fine Silt Loam _
Blocky, Firm w/ Redox Joseph P. Nichols

o No. 1451 .

% (\.g’?)
40” — 60" 2.5Y 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown == OF Envir-of\me”*“[g
Fine to Medium Sand

Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 16 Inches

Roots to 16 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive @ 16 Inches

Refusal - None ,

*Failed Town (Less than 36” to restrictive layer, Less than 24” to SHWT)




Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH — Langdon — 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

Test Pit# 5

0”-127 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

127 -24” 10YR 5/4 Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

24”7 - 307 10YR 5/3 Brown
Fine Loamy, Sand
Massive Friable

30”527 2.5Y 5/4 Light Olive Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 30 Inches

Roots to 30 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None

Refusal - None

Perc Rate 10 min/Inch

Test Pit# 6

0”-9” 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

9”-24” 2.5Y 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine Sand
Massive, Friable

247 - 527 2.5Y 6/6 Olive Yellow
Fine Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 24 Inches

Roots to 24 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None

Refusal - None

Perc Rate 6 min/Inch

AMp
%\N v Sy =1F
Designer
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Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH — Langdon — 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

Test Pit# 7
0”-8" 10YR 3/3

8”7 -16" 10YR 4/4

16” — 40”7 10YR 5/4

40” — 68~ 2.5Y 6/3

ESHWT = 40 Inches
Roots to 18 Inches

Park Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

Dark Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

Yellowish Brown
Medium to Coarse, Sand
Single Grain, Loose

Light Yellowish Brown
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive - None
Refusal - None

Perc Rate 4 min/Inch
Test Pit # §
0”-6” 10YR 3/3

6”-16” 10YR 5/4

16” — 26” 10YR 5/3
26" —32” 10YR 6/4
32" - 60 2.5Y 6/4

ESHWT = 32 Inches
Roots to 32 Inches

Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Grannlar, Friable

Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive Friable

Light Olive Brown
Medium to Coarse Sand
Single Grain, Loose

Light Yellowish Brown
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive - None
Refusal - None
Perc Rate 6 min/Inch

AMP
%@\N v S&;:'F’
< Designer
rface i}?&
ysrems 2
N K ok cg
)

oseph P. Nichols &

No. 1451 N
s 4
s 6“%
Environ™

@lf_{i‘l HAMF"S&_
«:‘5@ Designer '%\

Joseph P. Nichols
No. 1451




Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH - Langdon - 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

Test Pit#9

0”-10” 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

107 -16” 10YR 5/3 Brown,
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

16” — 52~ 2.5Y 6/2 Light Brownish Gray
Very Fine Silt Loam
Blocky, Firm, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 16 Inches

Roots to 16 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive — 16 Inches

Refusal - None

* Failed Town (Less than 36” to restrictive layer, Less than 24” to SHWT)

Test Pit # 10

0”-10" 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown

Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable
107 - 16” 10YR 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine Sand

Massive, Friable

16” — 26~ 2.5Y 6/3 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Blocky, Friable w/ Redox
267 — 407 2.5Y 6/2 Light Brownish Gray
Very Fine, Silt Loam
Blocky, Firm w/ Redox
2.5Y 6/6 Olive Yellow
Fine Sand

Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

40” — 58!!

ESHWT = 16 Inches

Roots to 16 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None

Restrictive @ 26 Inches

Refusal - None

* Failed Town (Less than 36” to restrictive layer, Less than 24 to SHWT)
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Test Pits — NH-1184 - Nottingham, NH -- Langdon ~ 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

TestPit# 11

0”-6" 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

6”-16” 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

16” - 26” 2.5Y 5/4 Light Olive Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

26" -54” 2.5Y 773 Pale Yellow
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 26 Inches

Roots to 26 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None

Refusal - None

Perc Rate 6 min/Inch

Test Pit# 12

0.7 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

7167 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

16” —-25” 2.5Y 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable

25" —53” 2.5Y 5/2 Grayish Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Blocky, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 25 Inches

Roots to 25 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None

Refusal - None

Perc Rate 4 min/Inch
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Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH — Langdon — 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

Test Pit # 13
07 -10” Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam

Granular, Friable

10YR 3/3

107 -18” 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand

Massive, Friable

Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

187 - 25% 10YR 5/4

25" - 607 2.5Y 5/2 Grayish Brown,
Fine Sandy Loam

Blocky, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT =25 Inches

Roots to 25 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None

Refusal - None

Perc Rate 6 min/Inch

Test Pit # 14

0”-8” 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown,
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

87 -167 10YR 5/6 Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

16” - 26” 10YR 5/4 Yellowish Brown,
‘Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

26" —60” 2.5Y 572 Grayish Brown,

Fine Sandy Loam
Blocky, Friable, w/ Redox

ESHWT = 26 Inches

Roots to 26 Inches

Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None

Refusal — None

Perc Rate 6 min/Inch

surfage Di;—;;"-osaim
Bystemss 8

No. 1451 4 &
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 Environ©
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Test Pits — NH-1184 — Nottingham, NH — Langdon — 11/26/2019
Conducted by Joseph P. Nichols - Beals Associates, PLLC - #1451

Test Pit # 15

07 -8” 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam
Granular, Friable

8”7 -15” 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

157 -26” 2.5Y 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine Sand
Massive, Friable

Joseph P. Nichols
No, 1451

26” — 40~ 2.5Y 6/3 Light Yellowish Brown
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox

40” - 627 25Y 773 Grayish Brown
Fine Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox
ESHWT = 26 Inches
Roots to 26 Inches
Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None
Refusal - None

Perc Rate 6 min/Inch
Test Pit# 16
07 -6" 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown
Fine Sandy Loam

Granular, Friable

6”7 -21” 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown
Fine Loamy Sand
Massive, Friable

Joseph P. hichofe
217327 2.5Y 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown b, NO- 1451 P
. . A %
Fine to Medium Sand il OF @
Massive, Friable : nviron
327 - 58~ 2.5Y 6/3 ~Light Yellowish Brown
Fine to Medium Sand
Massive, Friable, w/ Redox
ESHWT = 32 Inches
Roots to 36 Inches
Observed Ground Water — None
Restrictive - None
Refusal - None
Perc Rate 6 min/Inch
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BEALS SOCIATES

70 PORTSMOUTH AVE, STRATHAM, N.H. 03885
PHONE: 603-383-4860, FAX, 603-583-4863

WETLAND NOTES

THE LIMITS OF JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AS SHOWN [N THIS PLAN
WERE DELINEATED BY GOVE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC, IN
ACCORDANGE WITH:

1. U3 ARMY CORPS [F ENGINEERS REGIONAL, SUPPLEMENT TO THE CORPS
OF ENGINEERS WETLAND DELINEATION MANUALr NORTHCENTRAL AND
NORTHEAST REGIOM, TECHNICAL REPDRT ERDC/EL TR-12-1, JANUARY

NOTES
E unusnswuunn FACILITIES, UTILITES AND STRUCTURES HAVE BEEM

PREPARED FOR:
PAUL LANGDON
LANGDON CONSTRUCTICN, LIC
131 OLD NOTTINGHAM ROAD
EPPING, N.H. 03042

2012, VERSION 2.0

2 FIELD INDICATORS DF HYIRIC SOILS IN THE UNITED STATES, A
GUITE FOR IDENTIFYING AND DELINEATING HYDRIC SOILS, VERSION 7.0.
UNITED STATES DEPARTHMENT DOF AGRICULTURE (2010),

3. NORTH AMERICAN DIGITAL FLORA NATIONAL WETLAND PLANT LIST,
VERSION 221 {2005).

L FROM FIELG OBSERVATIONS AND THEIR LOCATIONS MUST BE
CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE CHLY, BEALS ASSOCIATES OR ANY OF THEIR
EMPLOYEES TAKE NO RESFONSIBILITY FOR THE LOCATICH CF Al
UNDERGROUHD STRUCTURES OR UTILIES NOT SHOWN. THAT IMY EXIST.
IT IS THE RESPONSIEIUTY OF THE CONTRACTOR FO Hi

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES OR STRUCTURES LOGATED F'RIOR 'm
FIGAVATIGN WORK  BY CALLING 1-B83-DIG~SAFE

THIS PLAN HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR MUNICIPAL AND  STATE
OF 1] DATA OBTAINED FROM
ﬂN SH'E FIELD SURVE\' AND EKISTNG MUNICIPAL RECDRDS
FROCESS, THE

a4
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AND RECOMMENDATIONS. nm cowrﬁmm'now EIETWEEN ITEMS OF THIS I -
PLAN/PLAN SET, DR BETWEE D ON-SITE CONDITIONS - 7 | I
LOCATION MAP YUST_ BE RESOLVED BEFCRE el aies coNsrRunTmN HAS BEEN el e 8
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3 , TR
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. - s
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. - e
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] 1 - -
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REVISIONS: DATE:

EXISTING PROPERTY LINE
PROPOSED PROPERTY LINE

SUBDIVISION SITE PLAN

PROP. WELL W/
75' PROTEGTIVE RAD.

APPROVAL BLOCK |

APPROVED TOWN OF NOTTINGHAM PLANNING BOARD

4000 SF SEFTIC

FOR:
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NOTTINGHAM, NH
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