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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Chesterfield Natural Resources Ineent(NRI) and Conservation Priorities
project was initiated in September 2008.eT@hesterfield Conservation Commission
contracted with Moosewood Ecological LLCdonduct the NRI. This project included a
more detailed approach ateating a fine-scale NRI bak®n existing mapping efforts.
These efforts are typically developed at achiarger scale and eéhaccuracy of such
information ultimately warrants verification. &refore, the need exssto collect site-
specific information to refine natural resowsadata at the local level, hence the current
project.

The Wildlife Action Plan (WAP), published by the NH Fish and Game
Department in 2005 and updated in 2010, reprissa large-scale mapping effort to
identify important wildlife habitats ate-wide. While these data provide good
information on the different types and distribuatiof habitats it is essential that they are
verified through site-specific ingégations. This is especially true since smaller critical
habitats, such as vernal pools, heron ro@sgrand rare natural communities, were not
mapped as part of the WAP and can only be rately mapped at the site-specific level.

Based on the WAP habitats and theirgeéved ecological conditions, highest
ranked habitats have been identified throughbatstate. These highest ranked habitats
serve as a basis for large-scale consamagilanning efforts at the state and regional
levels. They also can serve as priorities for field verification on a town-level. However,
these WAP state rankings should be usedrdg a guide while incorporating detailed
site-specific data that identifies conservation focus areas at the town-level. This is
because at the town-level one can incorgorabre specific data that might not have
otherwise been considered for the state ireggk As such, this mapping was used as a
basis for conducting the fine-scale NRI in Chesterfield 284® Highest Ranked Wildlife
Habitatsmap, p.viii).

The overall scope of thiproject was to develop aenhanced natural resource
inventory based on wildlife habitats, natural communities, wetland functions and values,
and high quality forest and agultural lands. The purpossas to provide a long-term
ecological vision for the town. Results ofetlproject can serve as a guide to help
determine where the town should prioritizeatsservation efforts, as well as to promote
informed land use planning amdiucation. In particular, éhgoals and objectives of the
project were outlined as follows:

GOAL 1 — Perform community outreach andeducation to foster participation by
Chesterfield residents

Objective 1A- Conduct a community forum to salimput regarding Chesterfield’s
natural resourcemnd engage residents as volunteers

Objective 1B- Prepare an informational packetssist volunteers in recording natural
resources data

Objective 1G- Conduct a series of workshdpstrain and educate volunteers

Objective 1D- Conduct a public presentation the findings of the project
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GOAL 2 — Develop a fine-scale assessment of various natural resources in
Chesterfield

Objective 2A- Map and evaluate wetlands usthg Comparative Evaluation of Non-
tidal Wetlands in New Hampshi@mman and Stone 1991)

Objective 2B- Refine wildlife habitats/natural communities as mapped as part of the
New Hampshire Wildlife Action PlafNH Fish and Game 2010) and map
additional on-site habitatsid rare natural communities

Objective 2G- Record incidental observatioospecies of greatest conservation
concern

Objective 2D~ Map high quality agricultural resources

Objective 2E- Map high quality forest lands

Objective 2F Develop a co-occurrence analysishelp identify Conservation Focus
Areas

Objective 2G- Prepare a final report on the fings of the project, including basic
recommendations for future conservation planning initiatives

In cooperation with Moosewood Ecologi LLC and the Cheshire County
Conservation District, the Chesterfiefdonservation Commission held a community
forum on November 19, 2008, to engage thwn’s residents in the public planning
process. This forum introduced the ovepbject background, ingtling its goals and
objectives. This was followed by a discussmngrowth and natural resources protection
in town. Participants identified the strengths and challenges of Chesterfield’s natural
resources and its working landscape, as wdllegmn to list some of Chesterfield’s most
significant natural areas.

The evening also introduced the wetlandgaluation procss. Participants
prioritized those functional values (such @sological health, wildlife habitat, water
quality, and flood control) that were mognportant in Chesteidld. In addition,
volunteers were solicited to help gathsatural resources information on their own
properties, as well as publiands (such as Pisgah Stateda, Friedsaniown Forest,
and Wantastiquet State Forest). Additional prtips were only assessed by the principal
investigator and his field assistant. Land@ns of these propégs provided written
permission to enter their land for natural resource assessments. To ensure the quality of
the data collected, an informational packeds prepared to assist volunteers in the
collection and documentation of data.

In a continued effort to solicit voluntexefor the project and provide educational
opportunities to residents, the Chestddfi€onservation Commission, in cooperation
with Moosewood Ecological LLC and the &hire County Cooperative Extension,
sponsored a Global Position System (GRS)kshop on April 16, 2009. The workshop
trained volunteers on how to use GPS unitsditect locational data for various natural
resources on participant-owned lands orliguproperties. GPS units were provided by
Cooperative Extension for volunteese during April and May.

A second workshop sponsored by the Chesterfield Conservation Commission, in
cooperation with Moosewood Ecological LL@as held on May 32009. Vernal pool

! Co-occurrence analysis is a computer-generatatehihat identifies where valuable natural resources
overlap or co-occur. This analysis helpsdentify areas of higher conservation value.
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ecology was the theme of this event, whigplered common and rare species of vernal
pools. Other aspects discussed during the tatihg included how tdlistinguish vernal
pools from other smaller wetlands, how tentify egg masses, ecological functions of
vernal pools, and the significancetbése ecosystems for biodiversity.

On December 9, 2009, a public presentation was held to discuss the findings of
the NRI. Topics included the results thfe community forum, comparative wetlands
evaluation, significant wildlifehabitats and natural commnitias, species of greatest
conservation concern, agricultural resourcasg forest resources, as well as general
Conservation Focus Areas. The many useamofNRI were also illuminated during the
presentation.

This project incorporated ground-trutlyi evaluations on public lands and, as
mentioned, private properties by permissiamnfrlandowners, as well as seen from along
roadsides. Private landowners representl29 parcels and approximately 8,092 acres
provided permission for the principle investigr and field assistant to enter their
properties for the purposes of evaluating wetlands, as well as assessing wildlife and their
habitats.This acreage of privately-owned lands in combination with public lands totaled
approximately 10,180 acres aughly 40% of the total areaf Chesterfield, excluding
Pisgah State Park. No land was entered upon for data collection purposes where the
landowner did not provide permission for access.

A total of 55 wetlands were chosen tbe comparative evaluation. This level of
effort represented nearly 80% of the wetlamd€hesterfield. These wetlands represented
a subset of those found withihe town, which included wettas larger thamwo acres,
and was based on landowner permissions tesscprivate properties. Rivers, streams,
and lakes were not evaluatéd.addition, wetland$éocated within Pisgh State Park and
Wantastiquet State Forest werat evaluated since they are located on state property.

Based on the evaluation, wetlands were egniato three tiersiwhereas tier one
represents the upper one-third of wetlamdh the highest functional value (sdep
Ranked Evaluated Wetlandsap, p.26). As a result, tiene wetlands perform the best
ecological services, holding the greatest védueonservation efforts. Nearly one-half of
the tier one wetlands are located withie halifornia Brook Natural Area, a prime link
between Pisgah State Park and the conserved area of West Hill in Keene. The California
Brook Natural Area has been a major focusdonservation efforts by the Conservation
Commission.

Chesterfield has numerous ecologically digant habitats (ESH). These habitats
include variousmportantwildlife habitatsandexemplary natural communitlesESH'’s
function as 1) habitats for rare species arfetiospecies of consemi@n concern; 2) rare
or declining habitats and natural communities in New Hampshire; and 3) connectivity to
other habitats within a largely undisturbedested landscape. For the purposes of this
report, the following ESH’s were considered as critically important for the protection and
maintenance of biodiversity in Chesterfield:

2 Exemplary natural communities include almost at igpes of natural communities, as well as high
quality examples of those that are more common in the state. The NH NHB regards exemplary natural
communities as priorities for conservation.
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Important wildlife habitats mappeby the NH Fish and Game Wildlife
Action Plan;

Additional important wildlife habitatmapped as part of site assessments;
Rare and uncommon natural communities;

Large unfragmented forest blocks; and

Habitats that support known rare species

akwn

A total of 19 important wildlife habitat types have been identified and mapped in
Chesterfield (sed=cologically Significant Habitatsnap, p.47). These include various
habitats such as vernal pools, floodplain $tge heron rookeriesleeryards, grasslands,
and unique wetland and forest types. Bothff§pd Lake and the Connecticut River serve
as critical habitat for migratory waterfowh addition, there are deast six exemplary
natural communities that are known to exrstChesterfield. These include woodlands
and forests, as well as wetlands. They cagrgat natural resource significance for
conservation, especially in terms of their raceurrence in the state and associated rare
species.

During 2008-2010 a total of 169 specieswnaldlife were documented, including
115 birds, 14 amphibians, 8 reptiles, @& mammals. Of the documented wildlife, 25
species have been noted as species edtgst conservation concern. These include 15
birds, 2 amphibians, 2 reptiles, 8Hi and 4 mammals (see table below).

List of known wildlife of greatestanservation concern in Chesterfield.

Birds

Common loon
Pied-billed grebe
American black duck
American woodcock
Wild turkey

Ruffed grouse
Northern harrier
American bald eagle

Amphibians
Jefferson salamander

Reptiles
Wood turtle

Fish
Eastern brook trout

Mammals
Black bear
Bobcat

Osprey
American kestrel
Wood thrush
Veery
Canada warbler
Cerulean warbler
Eastern towhee

Northern leopard frog

Eastern ribbon snake

Slimy sculpin

Moose
White-tailed deer

Source Moosewood Ecological (2008-2010); Brown (2010); Klapper (2009); Peterson (2009);
NH Fish and Game (2009), and NH Natural Heritage Bureau database (January 2010)
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Nine rare plants have been documdnity the NH Natural Heritage Bureau to
occur in Chesterfield (see table below)x Species are considered as historical
observations since the latest retavas more than 20 years agtmwever, it is likely that
these species still remain and additional @aats exist in Chesterfield. The downy false
foxglove, fern-leaved false foxglove, ancetibuadalupe waternymph are regarded as
having very high importance for conservation.

List of known rare plants in Chesterfield.

Species Rarity Rank
Appalachian filmy fernTrichomanes intricatunjf S1
Butterfly weed Acslepias tuberosg S1
Downy false-foxglove Aureolaria virginica) S1
Hairy stargrassHypoxis hirsuta)* S1
Incurved umbrella sedg€yperus squarrosys S1
Short-fruited rushJuncus brachycephalus)* S1

Wild senna $enna hebecarpa S1
Fern-leaved false foxglové\(@reolaria pedicularia var. intercedens intercedgns S2
Guadalupe waternympiNgjas guadalupensjs

Source NH Natural Heritage Bureau database (January 2010)

*Indicates historical observation of greater than 20 years.
S1 - State Endangered
S2 - State Threatened

Chesterfield is charactead by a variety unfragmented blocks of land, ranging in
size from 14 acres to néarl1,000. Unfragmented blockare relatively free of roads
with regular vehicular traffic, which dividebe landscape into small blocks of land. In
general, larger unfragmentedobks are associated withegiter biodiversity. Due to its
rural nature, Chesterfield #asome substantial unfragnted blocks larger than 500
acres. The largest block is associated with Pisgah State Park and the California Brook
Natural Area. This area in Chesterfieldgproximately 11,000 but continues into Keene,
Swanzey, and Winchester where it reacbesr 28,000 acres of unbroken forests and
embedded wetlands. Due to the shear size amatsily of its habitats this unfragmented
block is the most sigficant in Chesterfield.

Important agricultural soils cover agpimately 5,605 acres, or roughly 18% of
Chesterfield (se@gricultural Resourcesnap p.59). Prime farmland soils make up about
19% of the total acreage of agricultural soils while farmlands of local and statewide
significance total approximdie 81% of these soils. These data, especially when
combined with active farmlands, can provide a first phase in developing agriculturally-
based land use planning.

It was estimated that Chesterfieldrmntly has approximately 3,154 acres of
relatively high quality interior forestlands (sé#gh Quality Forestlandsmap, p.63).
These represent some of the Heststed areas associateibvthe most productive forest
soils in town and were perceived to/baelatively high ecological health.
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Based on the results of the NRI, a co-ocence model was prepared to assist in
identifying the most significanareas in Chesterfield (s€&n-occurrence Analysimap,
p.70). A co-occurrence model & analytical tool to detsine where various natural
resources occur in unison, or where they @ageriThe darkest reds note higher levels of
overlap, whereas the lighterears represent fewer natural resources overlapping. Hence,
the darker the red color the higher the egmlal significance andonservation value.
This analysis is a first phase in helpito identify “hotspots” for conservation.

Next, the co-occurrence model was useddentify Conseration Focus Areas
(CFAs). A total of five CFAs have beenlentified as having high priorities for
conservation, which is alsoigported by the WAP state rankings.

California Brook Natural Area

Spofford Lake watershed

Gulf Brook watershed

Hubbard Brook and Catsbane Brook teraheds (especially south of
Route 101)

x Connecticut River riparian corridor

X X X X

Based on the findings of this projecvariety of general recommendations have
been suggested. These are considered asetkteactions steps that Chesterfield could
consider as they proceed with comntynland use planning. Some of the more
immediate action steps include the developnoéran Open Space Committee as part of
the Conservation Commission. Their gener# rgould be to help oversee conservation
planning efforts in the Town. This can beedfective approach atonservation planning,
especially in light of the Conservation @mission’s current substantial workload. Other
immediate steps that could laeted upon in the near futunecludes the develop of a
comprehensive Conservation Plan, incorgngathe NRI into the Master Plan by the
Planning Board, and the development of acehbased ecological assessment to help
guide the Planning Board’s land use and cora&m planning efforts. This assessment
provides an efficient approach at land amation by assigning priorities for protection
at the parcel-level. This tool can be usedthe Conservation Commission works with
willing landowners.

The Chesterfield NRI and Conservation Hties document is meant to be used
for educational and town planning purpodesias prepared for use by landowners, town
boards and committees, as well as the ressdef Chesterfield. Landowners can use the
document and associated data to better nstmied the ecological attributes of their
properties to help develop land managenpdanning options. Residés of Chesterfield
can use the document to learn more aboaittéhvn’s natural resources and what makes
them so special. Town boards and committees can use the findings herein to promote and
encourage informed land use planning. By us@ading Chesterfield’s most significant
natural resources thewa is better prepared to adopwariety of appropriate land use
planning techniques that encoueatipe wise use of our natlun@sources. This can, in
turn, promote a healthy environment thdtrasidents deserve and encourage a more
sustainable approach@mmunity development.
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INTRODUCTION
Population Growth and Development

Currently, New Hampshire’s population is giog at a rate thas twofold that of
the other New England states. The popafatias doubled in the ity years leading up
to the turn of the century in 2000, and thevas a rise in popafion of 17.2% between
1990 and 2004 alone. This rate of growth is followed by VT (10.4%), Rl (7.7%), ME
(7.3%), MA (6.7%), and CT (6.7%). Furthermoitehas been projeatiethat the state will
experience an increase of 23% frarB97 to 2020. New Hampshire’s development
pressure will tax the stagehatural resources if not meged with diligence.

The bulk of population growth is in te®uthern third of th state; however 75%
of conservation lands are located in thetmem regions. This entrusts towns in the
southern half of New Hampshire with aegt responsibility with managing its natural
resources and biological diversity, and esthleléscitizens as stewards of the land if we
are to use informed decision making to prognatmore sustainabl@proach at land use

planning.

Natural Resources and Conservation Planning

One of the first steps in planning fgrowth and development is to conduct a
natural resources inventory RM). This effort helps tdoetter understand what natural
resources are within a town and where they located. As such, an NRI is a list and
description of the natural elements foundhw and adjacent to a town (or even a
watershed or larger region). These can inchudgh elements as wetlands, aquifers, lakes,
rivers, forests, wildlife, plants, and soils.€de data can be credtieom existing sources
or from more detailed studies theve been developed over time.

New Hampshire statues mandate that communities shall create an NRI. This is
generally the responsibility of Consetiea Commission, whose purpose is “for the
proper utilization and protectioof natural resources and ftire protection of watershed
resources” of the town. In particulaRSA 36-A:2 continues to state that “Such
commission shall conduct researches itgolocal land and water areas [and] ... shall

keep an index of all open space and natamdthetic or ecological areas within the city
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or town ... with the plan of obtaining informan pertinent to the piper utilization of
such areas, including lands owned by the statarats owned by a town or city. It shall
keep an index of all marshlands, swarapd all other wetlands in a like manner...”

An NRI can serve as the basis for developing a conservation plan from which
innovative land use planning can be adopi@dthe protection of various resources,
including habitats and biological diversity. Bigical diversity, or mdiversity, refers to
the variety, variability, and complexity dife in all its forms and includes various
ecological processes (for example, nutriepcling, flooding, fires, wind events, and
succession) that have helped to shape species over time.

Biodiversity includes varioukevels of ecological orgapmation such asdividual
species and their genes tlave evolved over time, as well as the many intricate plant
and wildlife populations. It refers to evdngher levels of orgaization including the
assemblage of ecological communitiemd even entire ecosystems, such as wetlands,
woodlands, and rivers. Therefore, the comoapbiodiversity engeders all levels of
biological organization and the interactiook living organisms whin their physical
environments (such as bedrock, soil, and walei3.at the heart of this understanding of
the dynamics of biodiversity that we seekdevelop protection sitegies, helping to
ensure a healthy environment for hureaas well as all other life forms.

Planning for the conservation of naturaesources and biodiversity is not a new
concept altogether. It has helped in suffores as the recovery of the American bald
eagle; assisted in building preserves and miageother lands for species of conservation
concern, as well as our most common specaiged in the identifiation of biodiversity
hot spots; and helped to identify and puwit critical wildlife habitats within our
landscape. It has been a center piece forralatesources protect, restoration, and
adaptive management for the past four decades.

This form of land use planning is notstatic directory bubne that is ever-
changing. It is a vision that should be basadhe principles of conservation biology and

incorporates the current ecologi structure of a given area (such as a town, a watershed,

! An ecological community is a group of two or more populations of different species found in the same
place. For example, this would include the bird camity of Spofford Lake othe plant community of
Friedsam Town Forest.
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or an entire region). Thus, conservatiptanning strives to incorporate the socio-
economic fabric of our world with that oféhecological structure. This effort can help
build more sustainable, more resilient Nelampshire communities into the future as a
result of implementing comprehensive lande planning that includes our natural
environment and built infrastructure.

The need for this type of informedni use planning is becoming more evident.
Ecosystems and their constituents have Ibegn susceptible to long-term degradation
from overexploitation and misuse of naturakources. This has led to a precipitous
decline in several species, some even regult extinction altogetheit has also led to
the loss of critical habitats. While the past few decades certainly have seen a positive
change in resource management and ptiotec there has been distinct rise in

conservation planning efforts within the*2dentury, especially in New Hampshire.

Statement of Purpose

The Chesterfield Natural Resources Ineent(NRI) and Conservation Priorities
project was initiated in September 2008. The di/ecampe of this project was to develop
an enhanced natural resource inventdsased an on wildi@ habitats, natural
communities, wetland functions and values, higth quality forest and agricultural lands.
The purpose is to provide arg-term ecological vision fothe town. Results of the
project can then serve as adgito help determine where the town should prioritize its
conservation efforts, as well as to promot®rmed land use planning and education. In

particular, the goals and objectivesio# project were outlined as follows:

GOAL 1 - Perform community outreach andeducation to foster participation by
Chesterfield residents
Objective 1A- Conduct a community forum to salimput regarding Chesterfield’s
natural resources andgage residents into the volunteer process
Objective 1B- Prepare an informational packetssist volunteers in recording natural
resources data

Objective 1G- Conduct a series of workshdpstrain and educate volunteers
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Objective 1D- Conduct a public presentation the findings of the project

GOAL 2 — Develop a fine-scale assessment of various natural resources in
Chesterfield
Objective 2A- Map and evaluate wetlands usthg Comparative Evaluation of Non-

tidal Wetlands in New Hampshifdmman and Stone 1991)

Objective 2B- Refine wildlife habitats/natural communities as mapped as part of the
New Hampshire Wildlife Action PlafNH Fish and Game 2005) and map

additional on-site habitat®id rare natural communities

Objective 2G- Record incidental observatioosspecies of greatest conservation
concern

Objective 2D~ Map high quality agricultural resources

Objective 2E- Map high quality forest lands

Objective 2F Develop a co-occurrence analywsidielp identify Conservation Focus
Areas

Objective 2G- Prepare a final report on the fings of the project, including basic

recommendations for future conservation planning initiatives

Community Outreach and Education

In cooperation with Moosewood Ecolegi LLC and the Cheshire County
Conservation District, the Chesterfiefdonservation Commission held a community
forum on November 19, 2008, to engage thente residents intdhe public planning
process. This forum introduced the ovemlbject background to participants, including
the goals and objectives. This was foll@vby a discussion on growth and natural
resources protection in town. Participants identified the strengths and challenges of
Chesterfield’s natural resources and its working landscape, as well as began to list some
of Chesterfield’s most significant naturakas. The evening also introduced the wetland
evaluation process and participants prioritizbdse functional values that were most
important in Chesterfield. Finally, volunteergere solicited to help gather natural

resources information on their own properti@s,well as public lands. An informational
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packet was prepared to assist volunteers a@oled document data. The results of this
community forum can be found in Appendix A (p.79).

In a continued effort to solicit volunteefor the project and provide educational
opportunities to residents, the Chestddfi€onservation Commission, in cooperation
with Moosewood Ecological LLC and the €hire County Cooperative Extension,
sponsored a Global Position System (GRS)kshop on April 16, 2009. The workshop
trained volunteers on how to use GPS unitsditect locational data for various natural
resources on participant-owned lands orliguproperties. GPS units were provided by
Cooperative Extension for volunteese during April and May.

A second workshop sponsored by the Chesterfield Conservation Commission, in
cooperation with Moosewood Ecological LL@as held on May 32009. Vernal pool
ecology was the theme of this event, whigplered common and rare obligate species of
vernal pools, as well as other species thattlwse for critical habitats (such as breeding
and feeding). Other aspects discussed duhadield outing included how to distinguish
vernal pools from other smaller wetlandspecies identification from egg masses,
ecological functions of vernal poolsnd the significance of these ecosystems for
biodiversity.

To assist in finalizing theroject, a public presentati was held on December 9,
2010, to discuss the findings of the NRbpics included the relta of the community
forum, comparative wetland®valuation, significant wilidfe habitats and natural
communities, species of greatest conservatmwcern, agricultural resources, and forest
resources, as well as general Conservation Focus Areas. The many uses of an NRI were

also illuminated during the presentation.

Chesterfield’s Physical Landscape Setting

Chesterfield is located within the Nbern Connecticut River Valley and the
Hillsboro Inland Hills and Plains ecoregial subsections (Figure 1, p.6). These
subsections are part of the U.S. For8strvice’'s Vermont-New Hampshire Upland
ecoregion that spans the western portion of Mampshire and continues into Vermont.

This ecoregional classification system isd&e@ on natural divisions defined by physical

Chesterfield Natural Resources Int@ry and Conservation Priorities 5
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(climate and landforms) and biological charastecs. The natural gisions that define
ecoregions and their associated subsectiares useful in synthesizing information
regarding plant distributions and ecosyste®isnply stated, it represents a systematic
approach of understanding and classifying ¢éicological structuref our landscape on a
large scale.

The Hillsboro Hills and Plains subsectiontypically associated with shallow and
stony soils, and are characterized as flletiof the White Mountains. Narrow valley
streams and small waterbodies are numetbrsughout. Bedrock geology that typifies
these subsections mostly includes granite. However, small intrusions of more calcium-
rich areas can exist as well. In contrast, the Northern Connecticut River Valley is
generally less stony with stridid sands and gravel deposiieng with glacial lake bed
sediments. It is associated with a variefyfloodplains and olderiver terraces. This

subsection is also associated with soilaadfigher nutrient content, which Chesterfield
demonstrates in its western portion.

Ecoregional Subsections

[ ] Connecticut Lakes

[ ] Gulf of Maine Coastal Plain
[ ] Gulf of Maine Coastal Plain Lowland
[ ] Hillsboro Inland Hills and Plains
[ ] Lower Connecticut River Valley

Ecoregional Sections

1 Lower New England
[ ] Vermont-New Hampshire Uplangd
[ White Mountain

.
L
il

| Mahoosuc Rangely Lakes
'.- [ | Northern Connecticut River Valley '.-
-‘ ] Sebago-Ossipee Hills and Plains .‘
\’(-" [ ] Sunapee Uplands {-"
’/"!.—-_l. ] Vermont Piedmont
('l‘\ﬂ‘f'. [ ] Western Maine Foothills
"“IT.' [ White Mountains
z-,,lhl\‘.n-ﬂ
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SOURCE: NH Wildlife Action Plan (2005); Sperduto and Nichols (2004) SOURCE: NH Wildlife Action Plan (2005); Sperduto and Nichols (2004)

Figure 1. Ecoregions of New Hampshire. These maps show the distribution of ecoregional skftjons (
and subsectionsright) and how the town of Chesterfield (outlinéd red) fits into this big picture.
Moosewood Ecological LLC.
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The town of Chesterfield can be viewed from a watershed perspective as well. It
lies within the greater Connecticut River masThis large wateled has been divided
into two distinct units by the NH Fish and Game Wildlife Action Plan, including the
Connecticut River mainstem watershed asded with Chesterfld (Figure 2, p.7).
These watersheds provide a broad-scalmpcehensive approach for the protection of
aguatic ecosystems and were used in lopuay the New Hampshire Wildlife Action
Plan (2005). These watersheds will be mefi into smaller units in the Wetland

Comparative Evaluation section below.

Watershed Groups

[ ] Coastal Transitional

[ ] Connecticut River Mainste
[ ] Montane

[ ] Non-Tidal Coastal
[ ] Northern Upland
[ ] Southern Upland
[ ] Tidal Coastal

SOURCE: NH Wildlife Action Plan (2005); Sperduto and Nichols (2004)

Figure 2. Major watershed units of New Hampshire. Timap shows the distribution of major watershed
groups and Chesterfield’s relationship to the Connecticut River Mainstem watershed. Moosewood
Ecological LLC.

Chesterfield covers approximately 47duare miles, or 30,428 acres, of mostly
forested and hilly terrain (Figure 3, p. 9 and Figure 4, p.10). Its topography is highly
variable, ranging from appraxiately 200 feet along the Cagsticut River to nearly
1,365 feet atop Wantastiquet Mountain near Mierdge on the Madame Sherri Forest in
the southwestern corner. The most dengmpulated centers are found in the three

villages — Spofford, Chesterfietsbnter, and West Chesterfield.
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As such, the landscape is further chteazed by lowland river floodplains and
older river terraces along the Connecticut Rized rolling hills of Davis Hill, Hubbard
Hill, Bald Hill, Sargent Hill, Streeter Hj Pistereen Mountairbaniels Mountain, and
Wantastiquet Mountain. Extensive wetlaggistems grace sections along Wheelock
Brook, California Brook, Broad Brook, HubifshBrook, Rixford Brook, and Partridge
Brook. Chesterfield is also home to Spofftuake, the largest lake in Cheshire County at
approximately 736 acres, which is known loast impressive numbers of migratory
waterbirds during fall migration (Brown 20l These varying landforms offer great
diversity for wildlife and plant communities alike.

Chesterfield has beenwttied into approximately 2,524 parcels (Figure 5, p.11),
and has been characterized into six zonirggridis. The parcel base map demonstrates
the relative size and distribati of parcels throughout the tawThis data can be very
informative when helping to identify conservation focus areas (CFAs). To better
understand acreage and ownership, as welhvaparcel and lot number, see the paper

maps located in the Town Office.
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Chesterfield NRI and Conservation Priorities
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Landowner Contact and Permission to Enter Properties

This project incorporated ground-trutlgi evaluations on public lands and private
properties by permission from landowneras well as along roadsides. Private
landowners representing 129 pelecand approximately 8,092 acevided permission
for the principle investigator and field asaist to enter their properties for the purposes
of evaluating wetlands, as well assassing wildlife and their habitaiEhis acreage of
privately-owned lands in combinationittv public lands totaled approximately 10,180
acres or roughly 40% of the total area ofe€ferfield, excluding Pisgah State Park. No
land was entered upon for data collectionposes where the landowner did not provide

permission for access.

Limitations of Data and GIS Disclaimer

A variety of existing and newly createdtddayers were used to prepare the
natural resources maps fouhdrein (Appendix B, p.81). These existing data have been
developed by numerous governmental ageneied other sources. They have been
produced specifically for the town, the stateNew Hampshire, or the entire United
States usingemote dataThese remote data were developed from satellite imagery and
aerial photography. These datarev@roduced at various sealand therefe represent
different degrees of errors, omissions, and inaccuracies.

While these limitations do represent some uncertainties, this type of research is
the first step, and the most cost-effeetivin developing anunderstanding of
Chesterfield’s natural resources. In the idearld, all data would be accurate, precise,
and up-to-date. However, to produce saclevel of accuracy and precision would be
grossly time-consuming and ultimately verysttp. Therefore, the data used do contain
inaccuracies and further research is warranted.

Moosewood Ecological refined some exsgtidata and developed new data based
on aerial photography interpretation, site tgisiand roadside sueys. Areas assessed
represent only a sample of the town atw not represent a comprehensive ecological

inventory and should not be construedsash. Additional ecological inventories and
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biological monitoring efforts in the futa should be conducted to build upon the
collective knowledge gathered at this time.

The maps contained herein are for @tion and planning purposes only. They
are suitable for general land use planning. Howehey are not suitable for detailed site
planning and design, including wetlanddelineations and other jurisdictional
determinations. As such, boundaries of abites, including wetlands, are approximate
locations and should therefore be field vedfi@he accuracy of the data is the end user’s
responsibility, and Moosewoo#cological or the Town of Chesterfield can not be
responsible for the accuracy and compless of GIS data. Moosewood Ecological and
the Town of Chesterfield make no warrargyxpressed or implied, as to the accuracy or
completeness of the GIS data. Furtheemdloosewood Ecological and the Town of
Chesterfield shall assume no responsibility for any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in

the information provided.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Wetlands Comparative Evaluation

Wetland resources represent some of our most fragile ecosystems and are
particularly sensitive to celitatypes of adjacent land useatfcan cause degradation over
time. These resources comprise a varietyatfiral features, ingtling our streams and
rivers, ponds and lakes, and veged wetlands that are geneyakferred to as marshes,
swamps, wet meadows, vernal pools, and peatlands. In terms of their importance for
conservation, these resources provide aewardf ecological functions and societal
values, including water quality maintenancepfl control, wildlife and fisheries habitat,
recreation, groundwater rechargealatscharge, educational aadientific value, as well
as contributing to the overall bagical diversity of Chesterfield.

To better understand the distribution oftl@ads and the functional roles that they
perform in our society a town-wide wetlands comparative evaluation was conducted. The

method that was used was the Compardivaluation of Non-tidal Wetlands in New

Hampshire(Ammann and Stone 1991), also refdrte as the “NH Method,” which was

published by the New Hampshire DepartmehtEnvironmental Services. The general
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approach of this method is to evakiavetlands on the basis of thkinctional valuethat
is, the value that they hold for human stgiin improving and maintaining quality of
life.

The overall purpose of this evaluation wagprovide a cleargricture of both the
location and the characteristics of the wetlands in and across the watersheds within
Chesterfield. The fact that@mparativemethod was employed suggests that the reader
has great latitude in placing a higher or lower value on a particular wetland under
scrutiny. As is described below, the intentiis to allow for a comparison of wetland
functions and not an overall value that a wetland received as a whole. This report serves
to engender an understanding of the reasshg a particular wetland can serve a
particular function better thaothers, as well as what it ignely contributes to a given
area of town.

The NH Method (Ammann and Stone 19919sar out of an increasing need to
adequately understand and evaluate wetl@sdurces in the statof New Hampshire.

Adopted from the Method for Evaluati of Inland Wetlands in Connecticdeveloped

by Al Levere and Alan Ammann, it wasitiated and supported by the Wetlands Studies
Project of the Audubon Society of New idpshire under the guidance of Amanda
Lindley Stone. A tremendous amount of reshaand field testing went into both the
parent edition in Connecticut, as well as the current methodology used in New
Hampshire. The primary objective of the written work was that it be understandable by
the general public; howeverontrary to many of the cent methods of wetland
evaluation available to consulting scientist&l aesearchers, this guide has successfully
provided a manual of broad appeal for the lay person.

The fundamental tenet of this methodologthiat it identifies various functions of
wetlands and assigns a value to thosacfions. For the purpose of this work, a
“function” is defined as what the wetlandedo(e.g., provides wildlife habitat, improves
water quality) and a “value” is the evaluatiohhow important a particular function is.
The NH Method is a rapid assment method that askssat of questions that are

responded to observing naturdriutes as one walks arouadvetland. The accuracy of
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the assessment is dependent on the theor&ncalledge of the observers regarding the
abiotic and biotic factors that iniénce the “fieldndicators” observed.

The NH Method identifies fourteen functioassociated with wetlands. Each of
these particular wetland qualities performs ecjc purpose for the benefit of humanity,
and thus is considered valuable to retainthWittle exception, allof the functions have
been long recognized as major contributtwsthe economic, social, scientific and
psychological well-being of society. In ord&rtheir placement in the method, they are as

follows:

Ecological Integrity

Wetland Wildlife

Finfish Habitat (rivers & st reams and lakes and ponds)
Educational Potential

Visual/Aesthetic

Water-based Recreation

Flood Storage Potential

Groundwater Use

© © N o ok~ 0w DdhPE

Sediment Trapping

10. Nutrient Attenuation

11.Shoreline Anchoring and Dissipation of Erosive Forces
12.Urban Quality of Life

13. Historic Potential

14.Noteworthiness

Of the 14 functions listed above 11 weiged in this evaluation (noted liold).
These were identified based on the desires set forth by the Chesterfield Conservation
Commission and in consultation witMoosewood Ecological LLC. For specific
descriptions of each of the functions, as well as the way in which they are computed,

please consult the NH Method (Ammann and Stone 1991).
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For the evaluation, a series of questians asked about each wetland of concern
for each function. Answers to these questioesgiven a value on the basis of a simple O-
1 scale, with 0 or 0.1 (depending on the tiong being the lowest value choice for a
given question, and 1.0 being the highest vallen, these values are averaged for each
function and related as theinctional Value IndexXor FVI). A summary sheet compiles
the overall FVI's for a given wetland, and allows for the computation @etland
Valuation Unit(or WVU). The NH Method calculatesishiWVU by using a multiplier for
the size of the wetland in question (i.e., IRimes the wetland size in acres). This
approach places greater importance on wetlasfda larger size; note, however, that
through the “Noteworthiness” function, smalhique wetlands careceive a high overall
rating as well.

Clearly the greatest benefit of the NH tked is in its educational potential as a
planning tool. Through the use of simple and very direct questions about each wetland it
provides a ready window on the world of waetlabenefits for non-technical readers. It
was developed for local municipalities aneithgoverning bodies ose tasks lie in the
proper governance of local and state regulatr@gmarding growth and development. It
sought to balance the need for commer@all residential expaion with natural
resource conservation by providing c¢le@xamples of how different wetland
characteristics operate on the landscape. By becoming more familiar with the functions
that wetlands contain for the bettermenthaiman life, it was thoughthat better, more
accurate planning could be accomplished byllofficials. Moreover, with a very easy,
step-by-step approach to wetland evahmtiit was thought thah greater number of
interested citizens i given town could and wouldebome involved in this planning
process.

Over thirty-two towns in the State hawtlized the NH Method as a part of their
local wetland conservation efforts. Either whole or in part, this guide has allowed
many of these towns to bettenderstand the long-range valuéat their wetland base
serves and plan accordingly for future depahent in their community. For example, as

a part of the overall plan of the NH Departrhef Environmental Services, this method
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was developed to augment the designation of ‘prime wetfaimda given town. Under
Chapter Wt 700 administrative rules, the veame functional valueslentified in this

guide are required to be recoggil in order to petition th&tate to place certain wetlands
under prime wetland status. However, it also gaide a town where to possibly develop
wetland overlay districts, whicrequires more extensive rpal assessment and design
considerations. It can also inform prang efforts in determining how specific
development regulations may be developedmended based on the ranking of wetlands
for specific values. Another significant outcomiethis evaluation is that it can provide
specific information for landowners to uge their land management planning. At a
minimum, the results provide a set of baseline data with which to compare current and

future evaluations of one onsal wetlands in a given area.

Wetland resources, as with all natural eses, do not adhete political units,
such as parcels, towns, and state boundamnstead, they are dictated by the physical
features of our landscape that form wateds. Watersheds can be mapped at various
scales and are dependant upon the streamaoragie basin that is in question. These can
include large rivers such as the ConnettiRiver basin down teven the smallest
tributary. As such, one can create a serieasted subwatersheds that express various
scales of informatiofound within each. For example, temall stream on the east side of
Wantastiquet Mountain that drains intcetivetland on Madame Sherri forms its own
subwatershed. This small stream is contwéhin The Gulf subwatershed, a brook that
flows northwesterly along GuRoad. In turn, The Gulf is subwatershed of the larger
Connecticut River watershed that coverany towns in western New Hampshire and
eastern Vermont, as well ather states to the south.

Watersheds typically form reasonakbdeological units from which land use
planning and management can be most beaéfithey can be very effective in better
understanding land use impacts on our ratvesources, includg water quality and

guantity, flooding, soil erosion, wildlife habita natural communitiesare species, and

! Prime wetlands is defined by the State of NH ay “@eas falling within the jurisdictional definitions of

RSA 482-A:3 and RSA 482-A:4 that possess one or more of the values set forth in RSA 482-A:1 and that,
because of their size, unspoiled character, fragiteition, or other relevariictors, make them of

substantial significance.”
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aquatic wildlife, including fishees. As such, they form easily identifiable units that can
be used in various types cdnservation planning efforts.

Watersheds have been classified thweir Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC), as
defined by the U.S. Geological Survey. Thase codes given to a particular hydrologic
unit, or watershed, and identify the scatewhich it was mapped. The higher the HUC
number the smaller the watershed unit and @eapresents a finscale of mapping. For
example HUC 12 has been mapped atnerfiscale than HUC 6. The USDA Natural
Resources and Conservation Service and theDdplartment of Environmental Services
have mapped the hydrologic units for New Hampshire, including HEggire 2, p.7)
and HUC 12 watersheds (Figu8, p.25 and Table 1, p.18).

Table 1Summary of HUC 12 watersheds.

HUC 12 Watersheds Area inChesterfield (acres)

Chesterfield Tributaries 13,567.1

Hinsdale Tributaries 558.1

Hinsdale-Winchester Tributaries 4,487.2

Keene Tributaries 26.5

Partridge Brook 6,390.9

Winchester-Swanzey Tributaries 5,398.0
30,428

SOURCE: USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service and NH Department
of Environmental Services HUC 12 watersheds from GRANIT.

Wetlands generally include familiar placeslsas marshes, wet meadows, beaver
impoundments, swamps, fens, bogs, streams, rivers, ponds, and lakes. As noted above,
they perform a variety of eamjical functions and values that benefit humans. They also
serve as ecologically significant habitats for wildlife and plants, which is discussed in the
Wildlife Habitats and Natural Communitisection below. In New Hampshire, wetlands
are defined by RSA 482-A:2 as “area that is inundated ortgeated by surface water or
groundwater at a frequency and duratisafficient to support, and under normal
conditions does support, a prevalence of teggmn typically adaptetbr life in saturated

soils conditions.” They are further defotheby three particular elements, including
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hydrophytic vegetatidn hydric soil§, and wetlands hydrolodyAs such, wetlands are
regulated by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services’ Wetlands
Bureau as defined in RSA 482-A:2.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Nanal Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and US
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Natal Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
hydric soils were mapped to better understérel potential extendf wetlands within
Chesterfield (Figures, p.25). These combined datasptevide for a more balanced
approach at wetlands mapping.

The NWI is a hierarchal system ofaskification that was designed to map
wetlands throughout the conterminous United States as a means to determine wetlands
loss over time. It also serves as a syst@mmethod for comparing wetlands within a
defined geographic location.€i, town or watershed). The NWI provides some very
useful information including the type of wetthas well as its hydroyly, associated plant
communities, water chemistry, and other modifiers such as human dams and beaver
influence.

Chesterfield contains three maimetland ecosystems mapped by the NWI,
covering approximately 1,984 acres or neam¥ of Chesterfie. These include
lacustrine, riverine, and pestrine wetlands (Table 2, p.20). Lacustrine wetlands
generally refer to ponds and lakgreater than 20 acres tlzaie located in a topographic
depression (with or without an existingnalaor along a dammed river. These wetland
systems lack a substantial cover (<30%)treks, shrubs, and ti@ceous plants (i.e.,
grasses, sedges, and wildflowers). Latost systems may include other smaller
waterbodies if the shoreline is formed bywsaaction or lined withbedrock, or if the
water depth exceeds 6.6 feet. Chesterfielatistrine wetland was estimated to cover
approximately 736 acres and includes Spofford Lake.

Riverine wetlands generallyalude small streams to largeers that are confined
with a channel, including & Connecticut River. Chestmid’s riverine wetland was

2 Hydrophytic vegetation means water-lovingmts that are assated with wetlands.

3 Hydric soils are types of wetlands soils that hdeeeloped special properties as a result of being
inundated or saturated with water for an extended period of time.

* Wetlands hydrology considers the movement of water within the wetland and is often noted by various
field indicators.
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estimated by the NWI to cover approximgt874 acres and includes the Connecticut
River. This estimate would be much greatahé# acreage of the sther riverine systems
were included. However, the NWI has only mapped larger riverine systems.

Palustrine systems make up the majooityvetlands distributed throughout New
Hampshire. As such, Chesterfield typifies this general trend in the northeast. Palustrine
systems are primarily wetlands that are dwted by vegetation and do not meet the
criteria as a lacustrine or riverine systérhese are, for practicgurposes, wetlands that
most people recognize as marshes, swalmgasver impoundments, and bogs. These can

even include vernal pool complexes.

Table 2Summary of National Wetlandsventory and hydric soils.

Wetlands Description Size (acres)
National Wetlands Inventory
Palustrine Emergent Marsh 101.3
Palustrine Scrub-Shrub Swamp 268.2
Palustrine Forested Swamp 313.3
Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom 191.2
Riverine 373.6
Lacustrine 736.4
Total 1,984.(
Hydric Soils
Very Poorly Drained 419.1
Poorly Drained 1,906.6
Total 2,325.7
Wetlands Composite
NWI and Hydric Soils 3,832.1*

SOURCE: USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service soils and US Fish and
Wildife Service National Wetlands Inventory datasets from GRANIT

*Total estimated acreage of wetlands when combining hydric soils and National
Wetlands Inventory together into one data layer.
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Four main classes of palinine wetlands are located in Chesterfield. These

include:

1. emergent marshes dominated by herbaceous plrsuch as grasses, sedges,
rushes, and wildflowers;

2. scrub-shrub swamps dominated by shrubs cu as highbush blueberry,
winterberry, northern wild raisin, arrowoaoahd alder as well as small trees;

3. forested swampsdominated by mature trees such as red maple, hemlock, spruce,
and fir; and

4. unconsolidated bottom open waterbodies with rally or sandy substrates and

less than 30% vegetative cover.

Palustrine systems comprised appnoxiely 874 acres or 44% of NWI in
Chesterfield. The majority of the palustrine wetlands were represented by forested
swamps (36%) followed by scrub-shrub swan(@s%), unconsolidated bottom (22%),
and emergent marshes (11%). The largasti most structulig diverse wetland
complexes can be found along the variousastrérainages, including California Brook,
Wheelock Brook, Hubbard Brook, Partrid§eook, and Broad Brook. However, many
smaller wetlands were found in isolatedsina and may represent some unique plant
communities and wildlife assemblages.

Hydric soils are essentially wetland-relassdl types and represt those that take
on anaerobic (oxygen-deprived) conditions assalt of seasonal saturation, flooding, or
ponded water. These have been mapped by the USDA NRCS and when combined with
the NWI provide a more complete persjpee of the potential array of wetlands in
Chesterfield. Included agoorly drained soils and wepoorly drained soils.

Poorly drained soils are th@ghat drain water veryahly. For this reason the
soil is wet for extended lengths of time asderiodically saturated during the growing

season. Poorly drained soils are not alwassociated with jurisdictional wetlaridand

® Jurisdictional wetlands refer to wetlands that posaksisree criteria (wetland soils, wetland plants, and
hydrology) that define wetlands and are regulated by the NH Department of Environmental Services under
RSA 482-A.
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need field verification. In comparison, vepporly drained soils include soils that also
drain water very slowly, but result in free i@aat or on the surface during the majority of
the growing season. Generally, very poortirained soils are associated with
jurisdictional wetlands of theae. It is important to dplay both NWI and hydric soils
data to help understand potential gaps that exast, especially as it pertains to forested
wetlands that can be difficult to map mgiaerial photography terpretation alone.

Hydric soils were widely distribute throughout Chesterfield, accounting for
approximately 2,326 acres or 8% of the to@@able 2, p.20). Very poorly drained soils
comprised nearly 18% of hydric soils. Thewere mostly found in association with
palustrine wetlands and asresult were mapped beneath the NWI. In contrast, poorly
drained soils represented ab8a6 of the hydric soils in Chesfield. They were mostly
found in association with palustrine wetlandgtending into areas alow drainage due
to broad topographic relief.

When these two wetland datasets were combined into a single wetland composite,
it was estimated that Chesfteld contains approximalye 3,832 acres of wetlands, or
13% of the town. This estimate provides dtdrerepresentation of wetlands coverage
across the town. However, it should beeabthat NWI can typically underestimate
wetlands acreage while hydric soils, and imtipalar poorly drained soils, can tend to
overestimate total coverage.

A total of 70 palustrine wetlands were considered for the comparative wetlands
evaluation. This represented approximately 54kf&s within Chesterfield. Of these, a
total of 55 wetlands, or appriomately 462.1 acres, were cleosfor the evaluation based
on landowner permissions to access private properties. This level of effort represented
nearly 80% of the total number of wetlands, and 85% of the total acreage of wetlands that
have been mapped by the NWI.

These wetlands represented a subsethef entire stock of wetlands within
Chesterfield, were two acres or larger, ameére those that were adjacent to stream
corridors or found isolated ithin the uplands. Riveringvetlands (Connecticut River)
were not evaluated. In addition, wetlands located within Pisgah State Park and

Wantastiquet State Foresere not evaluated.

Chesterfield Natural Resources Int@ry and Conservation Priorities 22
Moosewood Ecological LLC



Appendix C (p.83) provides a summary tife findings of the comparative
wetlands evaluation. This inclusi@n overall map of wetlandsat were evaluated, maps
of wetland codes by watershed, and a tabM/efland Valuation Unit (WVU) scores for
each. These scores have incorpauidhe acreage of each wetland.

The table in Appendix C highlights thrdéferent tiers (top 1/3, middle 1/3, and
lower 1/3) based on overall WVU scores witkach functional value. This tiered system
affords the opportunity to compare someha most significant wetlands within each
function. For instance, one can examinedbherall top 5% of wiands within each

functional value for the entire town (Table 3, p.23).

Table 3. Top 5% of ranked wetlands withinaafunctional value in Chesterfield.

FV1 FVv2 FV3a FV3b Fv4 FV5
Ecological| Wetland Finfish: Finfish: Education | Aesthetics
Integrity Wildife Streams Ponds Potential Quality
CB2 CB2 GB1 TB9 CB2 PB2
HB1 HB1 WB12 PB2 PB2 CB2
WB4 WB4 HB1 RB4 RB4 RB4
FVv7 FVv8 FV9 FV10 FV13 FVv14
Flood [Groundwater| Sediment Nutrient Historic Note-
Control Use Trapping Attenuation | Potential | worthiness
CB2 PTB1 WB12 WB4 MS1 CB2
HB1 PTB4 HB1 WB12 PTB3 HB1
WB4 HB1 WB4 HB1 WB1 WB4

Another approach to help tease out sahthe most overallignificant wetlands,
those that have the highesiue@s among selected functionstasprioritize the functions
that are most important to a community. This was achieved during the community forum
in November 2008. As noted in Appendix A1), the protection oWvildlife habitat,
ecological integrity, and wateuality (sediment trapping antitrient attenuation) have
the greatest priority for protection.

Based on the scoring of these functionstlands have been mapped on a first,

second, and third tier system, whereas thd fies represents wetlands that have the
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highest scores among the prioritized functiffigure 7, p.26). These results can be used
by town of Chesterfield to prioritize consation efforts, as well as to consider
regulatory and voluntary optiorfigr wetlands protection.

Spofford Lake was also evaluated bvdas not compared to the other wetlands
since it is a different type of wetland systattogether. It is classified as a lacustrine
wetland, whereas the other wetlandre considered as palustrine. This fact creates a
challenge when trying to compare these tyoes of wetland systesnespecially since
they can have drastically different functioAdso, at 736 acres Spofford Lake is over 14
times greater in size than the largest palustrine wetland. Since size of the wetland was a
factor in computing the Wetland Valuation iUthis would put the other wetlands at a
great disadvantage if theyere compared directly.

In light of these challenges Spaffo Lake offers many unique ecological

functions and values to humans. These include:

x high functionality for flood control

x high functionality for habitafor rare species, includg the bald eagle, osprey,
and common loon

x significant habitat fomigratory waterfowl

x largest lake in Cheshire County

x high functionality forwater-based recreation

x mid-level functionality for the otheruhctions including edogical integrity,
wildlife habitat, fish habitat, educatial potential, visual/aesthetic quality, and
nutrient attenuation

X strong level of commitment from the Sfm Lake Association in sampling for
water quality, helping to prevent water ftyadegradation, and helping to limit
the spread of aquatic invasive plants

X exceptional water clarity and lo&. coli counts
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