REPP VII

Local Resource Protection Priorities

North Country Council

2004

Local Resource Protection Priorities:

Using the guidelines established by NHDES, North Country Council (NCC) inventoried 243 (181 points and 82 polygons) within its region.  The following is a summary of the methodology and findings of this project.

Based on the minimal response to holding regional meetings in the 1998 LRPP Study, NCC felt that it would be more effective to generate individual maps for each of the 51 communities in its planning region.    A copy was sent to the Selectboard, Planning Board, and the local Conservation Commission.  Each group was asked to review the map and mark each existing resource as one that is either under protection, still a priority, or no longer a priority.  We asked that any new resources be marked on the map with its associated data (name, address, size).  I have enclosed a copy of one of these maps for your review.

24 of the 51 communities responded to our request.  The shapefiles (LRP_PT& LRP_PY) include sites that these communities listed as a continued priority or any new resources listed.  All sites that were listed as under protection were not included.  For communities that did not respond, NCC added all resources that were inventoried in previous studies.  

Although more time consuming, NCC feels that this methodology produced a greater response to holding regional meetings.   Most if not all select and planning boards forwarded the information to the conservation commissions.  Some members took it upon themselves as citizens to respond when the towns select or planning board did not what to reply.  

Recommendations:

NCC would recommend that for future studies, organizations work first with the conservation commissions and then hold public meetings when time permits.  

If other studies are being conducted simultaneously (conservation lands update), the organizations should work together.  There was still a bit of confusion between the two studies even though letters were sent explaining each.

Community Centers:

The community center data layer was produced by digitizing areas within each town that had significant development along its main street.  Some communities did not have enough development to warrant a village center.  NCC used the 1998 Aerial photos as its base.  NCC tried to keep the village center to an area that had about a 1 mile walking distance.  If a community had a village district (i.e. Bethlehem), that was used for this data layer.  

Recommendations:

NCC used as much in house data as possible for this task and feels comfortable with the results.  We do feel that REPP VIII should be used to meet with the towns to refine the centers that were developed under this process.

Destination Sites:

With the remaining resources under this contract, NCC was able to inventory 354 destination points and 16 destination polygons for a total of 370 of the 542 destination sites inventoried.  NCC spent a significant amount of time researching websites to develop our database.  Many sites could not be added to the data layers because they lacked an appropriate address.  NCC did not have the time to perform a windshield survey to verify these sites.  Once our database was developed, NCC used the USDA’s 2003 Aerial Photography to locate and onscreen digitize the sites.  Capacity numbers came from either the NH Community Profile employment estimates or from employment estimates provide by InfoUSA’s 2003 database.    

Recommendations:

NCC recommends using the REPP VIII contract to further develop and complete the development of destinations sites throughout the region.

