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Draft Meeting Summary 
 

1. Introductions and Announcements 

Members in attendance:  

Erik Chapman, Chair (NH Sea Grant) opened the meeting. Members attending included Douglas Grout 
(NH Fish and Game), Steve Couture (New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services Coastal 
Program), Melissa Paly (Great Bay- Piscataqua Waterkeeper), Jenn Dijkstra (UNH School of Marine 
Science and Ocean Engineering/Center for Coastal and Ocean Mapping), Sabrina Stanwood (NH 
Department of Natural and Cultural Resources), Brian Gennaco (Virgin Oyster Company), Alix 
Laferriere (The Nature Conservancy NH chapter), Sen. David Watters, Rep. Renny Cushing (Hampton). 

Others in attendance: 

Vidya Balasubramanyam (NOAA Coastal Fellow/New Hampshire Coastal Program), Cory Riley (NH 
Fish and Game), Rep. Mindi Messmer (Rye), Ted Diers (New Hampshire Department of Environmental 
Services), Julie LaBranche (Rockingham Planning Commission). 

Announcements: 

None 

2. Review Meeting Summary from January & March meeting 

Minutes from the January meeting: Motion to approve by Sen. Watters. Seconded by Doug Grout. All in 
favor. Unanimously approved. 

Minutes from the January meeting: Motion to approve from Rep. Cushing. Seconded by Doug Grout. All 
in favor. None opposed. Unanimously approved. 

3. Review of Commission Progress 

Erik Chapman recapped the last few meetings to set the context: the commission began by looking into 
ocean acidification and then moved on to nutrient loading. Today, the commission would like to 
understand the role of buffers, storm water management standards, and the MS4 permit in reducing 
nutrient loading and improving water quality. 

 

 



4. Presentation 1: Buffers and living shorelines in NH; their Ecological function with respect to 
nutrient loading, landscape trends, and potential mitigation –Cory Riley–Reserve Manager, 
Great Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve. 

Cory Riley’s presentation titled “When you think about the water think about the land” focused on the 
land-water connection and the importance of “letting nature be”. Key points from her talk are as follows: 

• NH has a strong network of partners who are thinking about land protection priorities, land use 
planning, living shorelines, storm water and wastewater treatment infrastructure improvements 
and investments. 

• Stressors such as climate change and land use development are documented across several 
assessments including the State of the Estuaries report, Wildlife Action Plan, Coastal Risks and 
Hazards Commission report. High level recommendations across these reports suggest restoring 
hydrological conditions & protecting buffers. 

• Many stakeholders felt that the most effective strategy to “move the needle” in Great Bay was 
buffering the watershed. This led to the Buffer Options for the Bay (BOB) project. 

• A buffer is a vegetated strip next to a water body. Buffers promote water quality, reduce erosion, 
and flood risk, promote fish and wildlife habitat.  

• The goal of this project was to look at best available resources related to buffers. The project 
looked at biophysical, sociopolitical, economic aspects of buffers. 

• Project received input from diverse experts- scientists, economists, biologists, hydrologists, etc. 
• The final product was a website with summaries, maps, infographics on science, lit reviews, 

policy analysis, economic analysis, www.bufferoptionsnh.org. Maps included existing GIS layers 
to identify buffer sites for towns. They created separate maps for flood storage, water quality, co-
occurrence, etc. for each town. These maps were approved to be used for ARM funding.  Users 
can also download instructions from GRANIT to update the maps on your own. 

• The BOB action plan is a repository for things to do beyond the project. 
• A useful product is a list of recommended buffer widths for various buffer functions based on 

most current science. 
• Project also includes a brief legal analysis based on questions people in towns were asking about 

takings. 
• A lot of communities wanted to compare the value of a buffer vs other BMPs for stormwater 

runoff mitigation. So they launched a new project that used expert elicitation processes to come 
up with consensus based recommendations for pollutant load reduction performance curves for 
buffers called “Credit for Going Green.” (very successful in Chesapeake bay) 

• The website building process took into account several different audiences, including legislators. 
• To sum up, any green space is an opportunity to do something proactive. It is much simpler to 

avoid environmental degradation by protecting lands through buffers. 

 

 

 

http://www.bufferoptionsnh.org/


As part of the discussion, questions/topics that emerged included: 

• Regarding acquiring land for conservation: 50% of the west side of Great Bay is in conservation 
easements. The Great Bay Reserve Partnership has quarterly meetings where one of the 
discussion items is options for purchasing parcel lots coming up for sale. 

• There is no right answer for an optimum statewide setback width. While the science makes it 
clear that a 100ft buffer would protect a lot of ecosystem services, this is highly site specific. 
There is a gap between policy and actual site specific science. Rhode Island has different tiers of 
buffer widths based on watershed characteristics, development density. Washington state awards 
tax credits based on how wide the buffer is—they have a comprehensive checklist that includes 
ecological and social factors. 

• Except for the willingness to pay study, the results of this project are relevant for the entire 
coastal region in NH. 

• Implications of House Bill 1233 which preempts the local regulation of seeds and fertilizer: Ted 
Diers did some research and found that this does prohibit buffers. DES’ position is that the bill is 
over-reaching. With regards to plantings, an interesting finding is that towns can regulate what 
kinds of plants are allowed for different purposes such as erosion control. 

• Current “State of Our Buffers” is that 80% of NH waters are not protected by state regulation. 
Cory Riley’s personal perspective is to protect buffers where we can so that we don’t have to do 
expensive retrofits to bring back developed land. 

• To understand the quality of different buffer types with respect to their ecological condition, refer 
to the performance curves which are designed based on what would be optimal to get credits. 
This is for MS4 credits and beyond. 

• This project aimed at identifying pros, cons, tradeoffs about buffers so that communities make 
decisions keeping tradeoffs in mind. 

• An educational component for municipalities is one of the items in the Action Plan. 
 

5. Presentation 2:  Southeast Watershed Alliance model stormwater standards.  Implications for 
nutrient loading in NH estuaries - Julie LaBranche – Senior Planner, Rockingham Planning 
Commission  

Julie LaBranche’s presentation focused on the Southeast Watershed Alliance (SWA) Stormwater 
Standards and Stormwater Pollution. Key points from her talk are as follows: 

• The SWA is a legislatively enabled body, with 401 (c) (3) status, no staff, all volunteer members. 
Most members represent lower watershed communities, with a stronger connection to Great Bay 
& Hampton-Seabrook estuaries. The SWA meets quarterly every year. However, lately there has 
been difficulty getting a quorum which has stalled action on advancing an update to stormwater 
standards.  

• Stormwater standards were drafted by Julie LaBranche & Jamie Houle. The purpose of the SWA 
was to develop a standardized set of stormwater regulation, to control non-point source pollution, 
mitigate and reduce the effects of that pollution, manage the quality and quantity of surface water 
and groundwater. 

• Goals included finding a cost effective way for communities to adopt these standards; managing 
ecosystem services; evaluating existing conditions; using advances in data collection and analysis 



to track changes (important for MS 4 permits) in water quality trends, pollutant loading, land use 
changes; coordinate tracking and accounting methods to ensure municipalities receive credit for 
pollutant reduction strategies. 

• 7 critical core elements of stormwater management: applicability standards, minimum thresholds 
for applicability, BMPs, applicability for redevelopment, storm water management plan approval 
and recording, maintenance criteria, inspection of infrastructure.  

• They are working on having BMPs as a separate narrative for planning boards to review rather 
than having BMPs sprinkled across plans. 

• MS 4 permits come online July 1 and many more communities will have to adopt. Getting 
communities to successfully adopt depends on how engaged they are with practitioners like 
conservation commission members, planners, etc. 

• What’s new to planning boards is the minimum threshold and waivers for projects under 2000 sq 
ft. Standards include having a visual rendition of the site and what the site will actually look like 
beyond just plans, standards for redevelopment, and off site mitigation. 

• Stormwater standards were published for use in 2009 by the SWA. Several updates were made 
since then, including a current update.  Some of the big changes include the adoption of a 
precipitation atlas based on the Northeast Regional Climate Center at Cornell which has 
downscaled data for NH.  

• SWA model standards are a strategy for municipalities to comply with EPA MS4 permit. Some 
towns have waivers because they have a small MS 4 area that’s undeveloped. Exeter adopted new 
stormwater standards recently. 

• Future changes at EPA include modifying MS4 and/or the Clean Water Act. This could change a 
lot of existing programs depending on political will. 

As part of the discussion, questions/topics that emerged included: 

• Portsmouth has lose guidelines, they’ve had a lot of success getting developer to do things just 
based on recommendations, but also failures where developers didn’t abide by the 
recommendations. 

• Rye- Rockingham Planning Commission is going to help them rewrite their site plan review and 
look into zoning. They will likely be adopting standards next year. 

• Hampton is currently focusing on nuisance flooding but might be willing to look into stormwater 
standards once the flooding issue is sorted out. 

• Currently, there aren’t any NH communities looking into a stormwater utility. However, Julie 
LaBranche feels that maybe once they get into the details of their permit, this might become a 
more attractive as a way to pay for requirements of permit. This has been working well in some 
parts of New England. Might be useful to call it something other than a tax. 

• Julie LaBranche will send the commission a link to an updated version of the standards (not 
currently available on the website). This is a living document and updates are being made 
actively. 

• Compliance is a big problem. In small towns, it’s not as big an issue because of the lack of 
development, but it is an issue in bigger towns. There have been some conversations about a 
regional inspector position which would be collectively funded by towns. 
 



6. Presentation 3:  Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems Permits in NH.  State of the State- 
Ted Diers – Watershed Management Bureau Administrator, NH DES.   
 
• DES has 20 or so programs related to surface water quality. DES does grants, enforcement, 

permitting, management and outreach. 
• MS4 stands for municipal separate storm sewer system. Once the water enters into the storm 

drain system of the community, it is regulated as point source. NPDES is the same system that 
permits wastewater treatment plants and industrial discharge.MS4 is not DES’ permit, it is an 
EPA permit. 44 communities are part of this program.  

• Communities have come together to form regional stormwater coalitions: Manchester, Nashua, 
Seacoast Regional Stormwater coalitions. DES facilitates these meetings. Also includes waiver 
communities.  

• Tech assistance is offered from NHDOT, DES, NRPC, EPA, PREP, Southeast watershed 
alliance, Baboosic Lake NH, UNH Stormwater center.   

• MS4 was created in 2003 for 40 communities.  
• Permit requirements include 6 minimum control measures 

1) Public education and outreach- Many communities already do this. The MS4 tracking 
requires certain audiences, a certain number of messages, etc. to have accountability built in. 
The documentation is cumbersome for communities. 

2) Public participation and involvement- the first item of action once the permit is online is to 
create a notice of intent to outline their program for the next 5 years.  

3) Illicit discharge detection and elimination (IDDE) - Dover is an example where lots of work 
has been done on this. This involves identifying places where the storm system intersects 
with sewer system. There was a project where they sent smoke through the stormwater 
system to see where the smoke comes out through sewer vents. This corrected many areas of 
intersection.  

4) Construction site runoff control- a key component of MS4 permit, largely thanks to SWA.  
This is a very complicated permit, 230 pages long. DES has a spreadsheet that goes across 
five years which Ted Diers can share. 

5) Post construction runoff control- Berry Brook project is a good example. The permit doesn’t 
require BMPs until the 5th year. 

6) Pollution prevention and good housekeeping: The 2 most important vehicles in the city fleet 
to improve water quality (after buffers!) are the street sweeper and the stormwater  drain 
vacuum. These are also some of the most expensive pieces of equipment.  

• Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and impaired waters- the permit says that water bodies 
have high phosphorus, nitrogen, chlorides have special requirements such as monitoring, 
planning, specific actions, BMPs. DES identifies those water bodies based on monitoring data.in 
those areas. This is the most controversial part of the new permit.  

• DES tries to encourage communities to collect water samples to update their monitoring data 
because there are 4 million data points around the state and the state does not have enough 
capacity to get to sample at all these locations. 

• Towns are not responsible for discharge across the watershed; they are only required to address 
discharge from their MS4 areas. DES works with communities to help them prioritize what is 
required as part of MS4. Communities don’t have a lot of money for implementation. 



• Most of the permit requires lots of paperwork. It is achievable and possible to become compliant. 
Sea Grant, Regional Planning Commissions, and other partners are available to provide 
assistance. 

• The permit itself may play some role in improving water quality, but together with all peripheral 
activities, there is a high likelihood that overall water quality will be improved. 

As part of the discussion, questions/topics that emerged included: 

• How does EPA evaluate effectiveness of the permits? Which pieces of the permit are effective to 
get to water quality goals? 

o Ted Diers said that there is a lot of science on street sweeping and IDDEs being very 
effective. 

• There is a perception that this is paperwork heavy, so perhaps the framing needs to focus on on-
the-ground benefits of the program. 

o Ted Diers said that a lot of Phase 1 (highly urban) communities made a lot of dramatic 
changes with Low Impact Development and Green Infrastructure which led to 
improvements in stormwater management, largely stemming from MS4. 

o Sabrina Stanwood shared her perspective from her past work in PA as part of an MS4 
program. Initially, towns pushed back because it was an unfunded mandate. However, 
they did a lot of outreach. Regional DEP offices could choose whether to enforce the 
permit or not. 

• Concord is not included as a community that has to meet MS4 standards because it does not meet 
the census block definition of MS4 as it is not connected to the Greater Boston metropolitan 
urbanized area. However, Pembroke NH is an MS4 community. 

• Communities/case studies that are good examples of stormwater management: recently permitted 
projects under the AoT, Dover’s recent development in Central Ave.  
 

7. Discussion – next topic? 

Ted Diers mentioned that chlorides are a major coastal water quality issue. The commission strongly 
considered inviting Jamie Houle to discuss specific examples of stormwater BMPs that have been 
implemented. Others who might be able to provide examples include members of the planning 
commissions, Rob Roseen (private sector). Melissa Paly suggested inviting Edward Suslovic, former 
Mayor of Portland, to provide some perspective on the City of Portland’s unanimous adoption of 
stormwater utility fees. Steve Couture clarified that Portland’s situation was slightly different as they 
were under EPA order. 

The Stratham Town Office was discussed as a good case study as it has several rain gardens and new 
infiltration trenches. Cory Riley suggested looking at the UNH Stormwater Center website which used to 
have an interactive map with BMPs. 

Erik Chapman proposed that the next meeting would include Jamie Houle’s presentation followed by a 
significant amount of time to discuss presentations from the May meeting. 

Sen. Watters suggested summarizing the commission’s meetings up to this point. It was decided that the 
next meeting agenda would include some time to flesh out what the summary report would look like. 



Ted Diers mentioned that asset management is an important but overlooked component to implementing 
good stormwater management practices. Asset management includes keeping track of green 
infrastructure, maintenance, and connection to other landscape infrastructure and drainage. Julie 
LaBranche said that communities do that for roads, but not for stormwater and that there needs to be a 
paradigm shift to incorporate good stormwater asset management in municipal planning. 

8. Public Comment 

None 

9. Next meeting:  

The commission discussed having its next meeting on the afternoon of June 18th in Hampton Beach. 
Potential locations include the conference room in the police station or a meeting room in a state park 
facility. Sabrina Stanwood volunteered to look into reserving a place to meet. 
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