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Summary of TRC Meeting 
(See TRC Minutes for Additional Detail) 

Drainage 
Drainage was discussed in detail, with Patrick Colburn of Keach-Nordstrom explaining, page by page, the 
Grading and Drainage Plan, how storm water drainage and filtering was designed to work throughout 
the site.  He stressed that all of the techniques utilized are those promulgated by the NH Terrain 
Alteration Division, as this project requires an Alteration of Terrain Permit.  

Survey/Topographical Accuracy 
There was discussion as to the discrepancies which can be introduced between plans laid out 
using aerial topographical technology melded with on-the-ground topo surveys and how it will be 
important to understand where those differences in accuracy will impact slopes adjacent to 
wetlands and the possibility of being “off” by up to a foot in any direction, resulting in field changes to 
the plan.  Mr. Colburn stated that they would go back to the Dubay Group, the firm responsible 
for the initial topo plans, to find out if they melded the aerial and on-the-ground topos to identify 
and resolve these discrepancies.  Additional debate ensued as to the practical “on-the-ground” issues 
which could arise.  Most participants in the discussion seemed to agree that these problems exist on 
most large-scale projects and that there is plenty of room to make up for any minor discrepancies. 

Extent of Excavation and Alteration 
There was detailed discussion about the amount of alteration that will occur during the construction 
of this project, with some cuts as great as 30’ in some areas of the site.  There was concern expressed 
regarding erosion control and management (Dubois & King will provide construction inspection 
services).  The question was asked as to whether or not material will be sold to others offsite, with the 
observation that if there was a commercial component to the excavation, then an excavation permit 
would be required from the Planning Board, as the site exceeds 5 acres in size.  However, it was also 
stated that if the project is subject to AoT review and approval, that NH-DES does not allow more 
than 5 acres at a time to be active, thereby meeting the intent of the Town’s local regulation. 

Traffic Study 
There was discussion of the traffic study with the point being made that unique local conditions may not 
have been included that would impact the traffic flow.  Those concerns were the timing of the counts 
used and whether or not the seasonal adjustments were sufficient.  There was a concern presented by a 
member of the public that the counts were done on days where the weather would not have been 
conducive to typical counts (snow storms).  There was concern that Pine Acres Camp Ground summer 
traffic was not included, nor was heavy truck traffic from Aggregate Industries that would be expected 
during construction season.  There was also discussion about impacts that school buses could introduce 
during the school year, due to stopping and stacking created by parents waiting with their kids, etc.  It 
was suggested that a school bus could pull into the development, pick students up in the area of the 
clubhouse, then circle back out to the entrance through the driveway serving buildings 11 and 12.  

A meeting with the Highway Safety Committee was scheduled for April 18th at 9 a.m. in Torrent Hall. 
The Highway Safety Committee includes member from Raymond School System, along with town staff, 
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and at-large members of the public.  A peer review will be conducted on the traffic study by Dubois 
& King.   The Regional Impact analysis was brought up.  The worksheet provided by Rockingham 
Planning  Commission uses an arbitrary traffic impact of over 500 trips a day and a trigger for a 
determination of Regional Impact (I had a discussion with Glenn Greenwood and RPC and he agreed 
that if the traffic were being borne primarily by Route 102 and absorbed through the local network 
prior to reaching town boundaries, then it would not necessarily be a valid level to use for 
a regional impact determination). 

Wetlands Impact 
Mr. Colburn discussed the two wetlands impacts created by the project and that he and staff 
were presenting to the Conservation Commission on April 12th.  The Raymond Zoning Ordinance 
requirement that there be no net loss of wetlands was a subject of concern, as Mr. Colburn interpreted 
the ordinance incorrectly.  Jeff Adler will discuss that with Mr. Colburn. 

Department Comments/Concerns 

Fire Department 
(see summary above and TRC minutes) 

Police Department
The traffic study does not take into account traffic from Pine Acres Campground – Raymond (closed for 
winter) or Pawtuckaway State Park – Nottingham (Closed for winter). The study does not reflect heavy 
truck traffic from Aggregate Industries during the warmer months.  Impact on additional intersections – 
Old Fremont – Brown Road / Route 107. Plans do not account for bus traffic – student drop off or pickup.

Community Development Department and Building Division 
The fiscal impact analysis will be reviewed by Bruce Mayberry, the consultant that developed the town’s 
Impact Fee methodology and who has extensive experience in analyzing financial impacts.  It will be 
important to understand the stated costs/benefits and to confirm the accuracy of the data and 
assumptions used by the author of the applicant’s submission. 

 Building Division
Any building sites developed utilizing fill must be tested for proper compaction to prove suitability
for building.

Department of Public Works and Water Division 

 Subdivision Plan
A new Commercial Parcel is being created with developable land on each side of the existing
wetlands. What is the rationale for this configuration?

Can access for this lot be provided via the main driveway access to the condominium project to
reduce turning movements along Rt 102?

 Internal Road / Driveway Network
The road design does not meet Town Standards with regard to road geometry, absences of road
right of way and design elements such as “eye brow” drives and 90 degree head in parking situated
directly off the sideline of the roads that would not be permitted if they were to become town
roads. As such, the internal circulation network will be private. An explicit note should appear on the

(See attached Highway Safety Committee Letter from Police Chief David Salois)
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Condominium Plans to be recorded that “All roads and drives within this development shall be 
forever private and shall not become Town Owned Roads of any classification.”  

There are no “snow storage” areas identified for the “eye brow” drive areas.  
Similar Association managed developments perform snow removal for individual driveways. In these 
instances, large snow stockpiles can occur. If this is development is planning to provide such 
individualized service as part of the HOA fee, additional snow storage areas should be identified.  

 Septic System Supply
Leach fields are shown but the sewer lines that connect these facilities to the individual buildings is
absent. It is therefore difficult to determine if any of these lines conflict with roof or stormwater
drainage lines and or near potable water lines.  High and low leachfield vent pipes not shown.

 Water Supply
No water to this development can be provided until Well #4 is constructed and operational.

Currently the design is nearly ready to go to Bid. Construction should commence in June. The Well

should be operational at some point in February barring any unforeseen issues with Bidding,

Construction or Commissioning of the system.

The Raymond Water Division has requested a single metering configuration within a Metering

Building. The goal is to have a single point of control. The Water Division will send one water bill

each quarter for all water that passes through the meter.

An easement for the Raymond Water Division is labeled on the drawings. As a condition of any

Planning Board approval the actual written easement must be provided and reviewed by Town

Counsel. No building permit for any structure should be issued prior to this easement being found

acceptable and recorded.

All internal water distribution lines will be private and completely maintained by the Development

Entity until the homeowner’s association assumes responsibility.

The Development Entity and/or homeowner’s association may have permitting obligations with the

NHDES Drinking Water Division as this will be a sizable distribution system. Records should be kept

to show compliance with annual system maintenance requirements (booster pump maintenance,

backflow maintenance, hydrant maintenance and testing, system flushing etc)

The Metering Building and all facilities, plumbing, metering devices and backflow devices must also

be constructed, fully maintained, secured and heated by the Development Entity until such time as

the homeowner’s association assumes responsibility.

Will buildings located at high elevations require booster pumps? If yes, identify these buildings.  The
Building Inspector will need to know which buildings require boosting.   Some cross-sections label
the water lines as being 5 ft 6” deep but they are drawn deeper.

 The Metering Building design should be modified to:
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Add a gate valve on either side of the bypass 4” meter may not provide adequate water for fire 
protection, may need to be a 6” meter, please provide documentation.  

Use an RPZ backflow device to allow for high hazard uses in the future such as irrigation non 
draining hydrants . 

 We have the following suggestions ( not requirements as this is a private water system ):

Hydrants should be tied to the main water line in Daisy rather than the lateral lines that travel down

the side drives.

Hydrants should be located 4 ft off the edge of pavement.

Multiple gate valves and water shut offs are located within the cul-de-sacs. Access to these valves

can be compromised during winter months as these areas are a favorite for snow storage. You may

wish to reconsider this configuration.

We recommend mega lug fittings vs grip ring.

 Utilities

Plans do not depict the individual site junction box connections for each building. These structures

should be considered as part of the landscape design planning.

 Grading & Drainage

Americans with Disabilities Act parking and access requirements

All ADA facilities should have specific spot grade elevations to ensure that all maximum slopes for

parking and ramps are not exceeded.

 Topographic Survey

99% of the topographic survey is based on information gathered by aerial photogrammetry. This

survey data has an inherent degree of error. The error is equal to ½ of the contour interval or 1 ft.

Topography is therefore accurate to within 1 ft vertically. This could present problems has final

grading and slope transitions are constructed.

An As-Built Plan should be required at the completion of the project and any discrepancies from the

approved site plans identified.

The existing terrain will undergo significant alteration to create the sufficient level sites for the

buildings, septic system facilities and circulation network. Overall cut and fill quantities should be

provided for the 29.29 acres of disturbance.

Large quantities of site runoff must be detained in order to balance the pre-development and post-

development flows. Some detention facilities are deep and protected by fencing. These deep basins

must be maintained (sediments removed, dredged out). Defined access routes should be provided

for all basins. The routes should show gates through the surrounding fencing along with travel paths

down the side slopes at reasonable grades to the forebays.
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The Operation and Maintenance Plan implies that the municipality may have a role in maintaining 

the drainage facilities. This inference is in error. The Town of Raymond will not be entering this 

private development to perform any maintenance of any kind. Please revise.  

 Financial Impact Statement

As a point of clarification, the document suggests that the DPW budget for Highway is $1,001,794.00

this is not an accurate statement. The actual operating budget in 2016 was closer to $700,000.00

 Traffic Impact Study / Rt 102 Intersection

The design and configuration of the Rt 102 and Site Driveway intersection is within the authority of

the State of New Hampshire Department of Transportation. That said, we recommend that the

current design be modified to include a widening of Rt 102 to allow for the inclusion of a left turn

pocket for vehicles traveling northbound wishing to enter the site.

We also recommend that a deacceleration lane be incorporated to allow for southbound vehicles

entering the site to deaccelerate, shift right and reduce impacts to the southbound flow of Rt 102

traffic. This deacceleration lane would also provide a zone for the school buses to pull over and

allow southbound traffic to pass.

According to the Study exiting traffic from Brown Rd will experience an added delay. What can be

done to mitigate this impact?

The east end of Brown Rd should be analyzed for impacts due to the additional traffic generated by

this development at full build out.

The Blueberry Hill Rd / Rt 102 intersection should be evaluated as there may be an increase in delay

for vehicles exiting Blueberry Hill Rd with the additional traffic from this development on Rt 102.

All intersections considered in this study should be analyzed for impacts during the Saturday Mid

Day Peak.

Attachments Follow
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Ernest M. Cartier-Creveling, Community Development Director 

Zoning Determination 
Date Prepared:  April 14, 2017 

Property Owner: Regina M. Gordan Revocable Trust, Linda M. Currier, Trustee 
210 Charles Street 
Farmington, NH 03835 

Applicant: Mardan Group, LLC, Keith Martel, Member, 740 Chestnut Street, Manchester NH 03104 
Phone:  (603) 644-2400 
Patrick Colburn, Keach-Nordstrom 

Property Address: 41 Chester Road, Raymond, NH 03077 

Map & Lot: Map 11 - Lot 44 

Zoning Districts: C.3 West – Commercial Mixed Use
Partially located within the Groundwater Protection District

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
A subdivision application for the purpose of a two-lot subdivision with one lot comprising 9.048 acres with 
frontage on Chester Road and a larger lot comprising 77.247 acres with frontage along Route 102 and proposed 
roads associated with an accompanying site plan review application entitled “The Meadows,” which proposes 
construction of 172 condominium townhomes in forty-three buildings along with the associated infrastructure. 
There is also an application for a Special Permit, as this development will impact Zone G land (in this case, 
jurisdictional wetlands and possibly steep slopes). The property is shown as Tax Map 11 – Lot 44 on the Raymond 
tax maps and located at 41 Chester Road. 

ANALYSIS 

1. TYPE(S) OF USE PROPOSED
a. Multi-family Housing development for the 77.247 acre parcel
b. No specific proposal for 9.048 acre parcel directly fronting Chester Road, although the existing 

farm house and barn will be razed.

2. DIMENSIONAL REQUIREMENTS
a. Zone C.3 West – MF Housing requires a minimum lot size of 5 acres and must not occur within 

the 500 foot non-residential buffer from Chester Road.

The applicant is scheduled for a Tuesday, March 28th Technical Review Committee (TRC) meeting, with 
a hearing before the Planning Board to be held on April 20th, 2017. 
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b. Zone C.3 West – Commercial Use (first 500 feet from Chester Road) ½ acre, or 21,780 square 

feet. 
 
Both proposed lots exceed the minimum lot size. 
 

c. Zone C.3 West – MF Housing use requires a minimum of 200 feet of frontage on a public 
street.  The proposed lot of 77.247 acres exceeds the minimum frontage requirement. 

d. Zone  C.3 West – Commercial Use  (first 500 feet from Chester Road), minimum lot frontage 
is 50 feet.  The proposed lot of 9.048 acres exceeds the minimum frontage. 

e. Zone C.3 setbacks are: 

  
 
 

 
The plan is compliant with the above setback requirements.  However, in this case, the lot abuts lots that are Zone 
B – Residential on one side.  Sections 15.2.6 and 15.2.7 are referenced in Section 6.5.6 pertaining to Multi-family 
Housing.  Both sections are vague in the manner in which they are written.  The applicant has applied Section 
15.2.6, which is the most restrictive: 

 
The plan shows a 100’ setback to the abutting Zone B – Residential/Agricultural properties.   
 
Zone G Impacts 

f. Wetlands 
i. The plan illustrates compliance with setback requirements from most of the jurisdictional 

wetlands on the site, however; 
ii. A Special Permit is required due to impact on jurisdictional wetlands in two locations.  

There is a major wetlands impact application pending with NHDES. 
iii. No Net Loss of Wetlands - Zoning Ordinance, Section 2.9:  The applicant has been 

informed of this local requirement and will have to show compliance, with review and 
approval by the Planning Board’s peer review wetlands scientist. 
 

g. Steep Slopes – To be determined through peer review.  If steep slopes are impacted, an 
additional special permit will be required. 

i. STEEP SLOPE: Any land deemed to be twenty-five percent (25%) or greater in slope 
for one hundred (100) continuous lineal feet according to the Rockingham County Soil 
Survey Map, October, 1994 or any land twenty-five percent (25%) or greater in slope 
for one hundred (100) continuous lineal feet as determined by using the procedure 
described below in Section 4.9.4.2 (Delineation of Steep Slope) and Section 4.9.4.4 
(Areas Incorrectly Delineated). (03/2000) 

Front Sides Rear 
25 Feet 25 Feet 25 Feet 

15.2.6 Any residential structure proposed for location within a Commercial (C.1 and C.2) or Industrial zone (D) 
shall require a minimum setback of one hundred feet (100’), or, in the alternative, fifty feet (50’) inclusive of a 
minimum of twenty feet (20’) of dense vegetative buffer and a fence of a type designed to shield the residential 
structures from light and noise generated by a commercial or industrial use. Security apartments which are 
accessory to any commercial or industrial use shall not be affected by this section. (03/2002) 
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3. GROUNDWATER CONSERVATION OVERLAY DISTRICT (GCOD) 

a. This project falls partially within the GCOD. 
 

i. For any use that will render impervious more than fifteen percent (15%) or more than 
2,500 square feet of any lot, whichever is less, a stormwater management plan shall 
be prepared which the Planning Board determines is consistent with the New 
Hampshire Stormwater Manual: Volume I - Stormwater and Antidegradation; Volume 
II - PostConstruction Best Management Practices Selection and Design and; Volume 
III - Erosion and Sediment Controls During Construction, NH Department of 
Environmental Services, December 2008.  This is under review, but the applicant 
appears to have met this requirement. 

ii. 5.2.11. CONDITIONAL USES: The issuance of a Conditional Use Permit is subject to Site 
Plan Approval by the Planning Board. The Planning Board may grant a Conditional Use 
Permit for a use that is otherwise permitted within the underlying district, if the 
permitted use is or is involved in one or more of the following: 

1. 5.2.11.2. Any use that will render impervious more than 15% or 2,500 square 
feet of any lot, whichever is greater.  This is under review. 

 
SUMMARY 

• The subdivision proposals meets the dimensional requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  Use as a MF 
Housing development is allowed on the large 77.247 acre parcel.  Future proposed uses for the purely 
commercial 9.048 acre lot will require separate zoning determinations and site plan reviews before the 
Planning Board. 

• The applicant needs to provide an analysis of the MF Housing site to determine if steep slopes, as defined 
in the Raymond Zoning Ordinance, are affected.  If so, an additional Special Permit is required. 

• The applicant needs to provide an analysis of impervious area created within the Groundwater 
Conservation District to determine if a conditional use permit is required.  If it meets the criteria, then a 
conditional use permit must be obtained from the Planning Board. 

• The applicant must submit a condominium plan, along with Homeowner’s Association By-laws for review 
and approval by Town counsel. 

Notes: 
Local Permits/Waivers Required: 

• Subdivision Approval - 9.048 acre parcel 
• Subdivision (Condominium) and Site Plan Approval - The Meadows (77.247 acre parcel) 
• Special Permit(s) for impact to Zone G Land 

o Wetlands Impact – applied for by applicant 
o Steep Slopes - TBD 

• Water Connection Approval by Raymond Water Department 
• Waiver – Town Road Standards 
• Waiver – Plan Scale 

 
 



Planning Board Application #2017-005 
The Meadows Subdivision and MFD Townhouse Condominium Project 

Page 4 of 4 
 

 
State Permits Required: 

• NHDES - Alteration of Terrain 
• NHDES – Wetlands Dredge & Fill 

 
• NHDES - Septic System 
• NHDOT - Driveway Permit 
• USEPA – Notice of Intent 
• Attorney General/NHDES – Condominium Approval (Subdivision) 

OTHER 
There may be other circumstances discovered during the review process that may require other actions.  The 
project is in the process of being peer reviewed by Dubois & King (engineering/traffic/site plan review/subdivision) 
and Bruce Mayberry (fiscal impact study). 
 
APPEAL 
If you believe this determination represents an error in interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance by the Code 
Official, an appeal of administrative decision may be filed with the Zoning Board of Adjustment as allowable by 
New Hampshire State Law. 
 
REVIEWERS 
Ernest M. Cartier-Creveling, Community Development Director 
 
 



  ENGINEERING  •  PLANNING  •  DEVELOPMENT  •  MANAGEMENT 

18 Constitution Drive, Suite 9 • Bedford, New Hampshire 03110   (603) 637-1043   (866) 783-7101 (FAX)   http://www.dubois-king.com 

Randolph, Vermont    Springfield, Vermont  South Burlington, Vermont  Laconia, New Hampshire 

April 14, 2017 

Mr. Ernest Cartier Creveling, Director 
Raymond Community Development 
4 Epping Street 
Raymond, New Hampshire 03077 

Subject: “The Meadows” – Map 11 / Lot 44 – Mardan Group, LLC 
Engineering Review 

Dear Mr. Creveling: 

As requested, we have completed our review of the plans and materials submitted for the above 
referenced project.  The plan set by Keach-Nordstrom Associates, Inc. consisted of 87 sheets with a 
March 6, 2017 date.  The submission also included a Drainage Report with a February 2017 date. The 
following were comments noted during the review. 

1. The plan set does not include the size and height of existing structures located on the site and
within 200 feet of the site boundaries in accordance with Site Plan Review Regulations 5.002 07.

2. The plan set does not indicate if the well shown on Sheet 3 of 5 (approximately 60 feet
south/southwest of Lovering Cemetery) is to be decommissioned or remain in accordance with
Site Plan Review Regulations 5.002 08.

3. The plan set is not on a scale of 1” = 20’ in accordance with Site Plan Review Regulations 5.003
01.

4. The plan set does not show the size and height of proposed structures in accordance with Site
Plan Review Regulations 5.003 02.

5. The plan set does not include cross sections of all proposed streets and driveways at 100-foot
stations and at all catch basin or culverts showing all existing grades, proposed subgrades,
proposed final grades, all utilities and structures at a scale of not more than 1’ = 10’ vertically
and 1” = 50’ horizontally (provided at regular intervals throughout the site) in accordance with
Site Plan Review Regulations 5.003 14c.

6. The plan set does not include conceptual Architectural Concept Drawings for all proposed
buildings or building expansions (including: plan and exterior elevation views or proposed
improvements, with external mechanical components of the building) in accordance with Site
Plan Review Regulations 5.003 14f.
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7. The Erosion and Sedimentation Plans did not include a timing schedule indicating the
anticipated start times and completion date of the measures including the time of exposure for
each area in accordance with Site Plan Review Regulations 6.004 04.

8. The emergency access roadway profile on Sheet C67 does not meet the 5% maximum grade in
accordance with Site Plan Review Regulations 6.007 04. We recommend that the emergency
access roadway be reviewed by the Town of Raymond Fire Department.

9. The full analysis of the 50-year storm was not included with the submission in accordance with
Site Plan Review Regulations 6.011 01. From the summary included, we are not able to confirm
that all the proposed structures and elevations are adequate.

10. The proposed storm water detention ponds were not evaluated for the 100-year storm
including an emergency spill-way in accordance with Site Plan Review Regulations 6.011 03.

11. The plan set does not indicate that where unsuitable material is encountered where a road is to
be constructed, work shall include clearing and grubbing to a minimum depth of four feet (for
the road and width of the ROW) below existing grades and replacement of unsuitable material
in accordance with the Town of Raymond Road Construction Standards Section 2.1.

12. We recommend that a note be added to the plan set requiring underdrain to be installed in all
cut sections.

13. The typical roadway section does not show DOT type “E” ½ finish mix as the wearing course in
accordance with the Town of Raymond Road Construction Standards Section 7.1.

14. The plan set does not indicate that all disturbed and graded areas shall be fertilized (5-10-10) at
a rate of 50 lb per 1,000 SF in accordance with the Town of Raymond Road Construction
Standards Section 9.

15. The plan set does not show delineator posts at both ends of the guard rail and along the guard
rail (red at the beginning, green at the end, silver in the middle at 100-foot intervals) in
accordance with the Town of Raymond Road Construction Standards Section 10.3.

16. The plan set does not show driveways sloping away from the road at 2% for 25 feet (from EOP)
in accordance with the Town of Raymond Road Construction Standards Section 11.

17. Granite curbing with a 6” reveal is to be used in accordance with the Town of Raymond Road
Construction Standards Section 12. A waiver will be required for the use of bituminous curbing.
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18. The proposed development does not result in no net loss of area or function of wetland (within
the same watershed of the proposed development area) in accordance with Article 2.9.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

19. The plan set does not identify steep slopes (slope of 25% for 100 continuous linear feet) in
accordance with Article 4.9.3.3 of the Zoning Ordinance.

20. The plan set does not identify poorly drained and very poorly drained soils in accordance with
Article 4.9.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance.

21. Note 7 on Sheet 1 of 5 contradicts note 12 on sheet C1 of C81 with regards to Flood Hazard
Area.

22. It is not clear what the “limits of obscured area” represents.

23. Note 3 on Sheet C2 references a hatched area but no hatched area is shown on the sheet.

24. The plan set does not indicate the number of stories per building.

25. No test pit is located within the proposed effluent areas north of building 18 (Sheets C7 and
C15); (bottom) west of building 22 (Sheets C6 and C14); northwest of building 34 (Sheets C10
and C18); and southwest of building 35 (Sheets C10 and C18) in accordance with Site Plan
Review Regulations 5.005 01.

26. The Surface Water Impairment and Web GIS Figures provided in the Stormwater Report are not
legible and appear to be duplicates.

27. The areas of each soil type (HSG A-D) are less in the post development analysis than in the pre-
development analysis while soil type “Other” increased by 13 acres. It is unclear what soil type
“other” represents and why there is such a significant change between the pre and post
development conditions.  We recommend that the “other” soil type be clarified and that an
explanation be provided for the conversion of soil types.

28. According to the narrative included in the stormwater report, the flow continues offsite and is
piped under Chester Road. No analysis has been provided to show that the proposed
construction will not cause overtopping of the culvert under Chester Road.

29. The elevation ‘C’ included in the table on Sheet C74 for outlet structure associated with the
Micro Pool (bottom elevation 166.00), appears to differ from the elevation shown on Sheet C12
(161.00). The elevation included in the drainage report is also 166.00. We recommend the
elevations be reviewed and revised as necessary.
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30. The Drainage Report evaluated an approximate 450-acre watershed.  The proposed project site 
is approximately 77-acres.  The evaluated watershed boundary is approximately 5.8 times the 
size of the project site, which in our opinion, does not accurately demonstrate the impact of the 
proposed development and does not reflect the net increase of the pre- and post-development 
conditions of the development itself.  We request that the Applicant further review and revise 
the watershed analysis.   

 
31. We were unable to calculate the project density (units per acre). Poorly drained and very poorly 

drained soils and steep slopes have not been identified on the plan set, nor have developable 
land calculations been provided in accordance with Article 6.5.5 of the Zoning Ordinance. We 
request that loading calculations be provided to support the number of units proposed for the 
project.  

 
32. We recommend that additional area be provided at the intersection of Daisy Way and Chester 

Road for parent queuing resulting from school bus pick-up and drop-off.  
 

33. We presume the Town of Raymond Water Department is providing a separate review of the 
proposed water system.  

 
34. We understand that while septic designs were not included in this submission, they will be 

submitted before final approval.  
 

35. In regards to the requested road waiver, we request that the Applicant provide proof that the 
proposed radii are suitable for the proposed design speed.  

 
36. We recommend that the Town of Raymond’s Fire Chief review the proposed plan set with 

regards to fire protection and fire truck maneuvering.  
 

37. We recommend that the sidewalk be extended from the clubhouse to Chester Road.  
 

38. We understand that the following permits have been/will be submitted: NHDOT driveway 
permit (submitted), NHDES Wetland Permit (Submitted), Local Conservation Commission (to be 
submitted), NHDES AoT Permit (submitted), and NH Subdivision Permit – septic (to be 
submitted).  

 
39. The plan set discusses required maintenance for the proposed stormwater management 

practices. We recommend that these maintenance requirements be incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval.  

 
40. The slopes appear to be greater than 4:1, requiring guardrail, at the following locations: Sta. 

203+00 to 204+00 along Buttercup Court, 106+50 to 107+25 along Daisy Way, and Sta. 401+00 
to 402+50 along the emergency access road.  
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41. Please see the attached memo regarding comments on the traffic study submission.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Very truly yours, 

DuBOIS & KING, Inc. 

Jeffrey A. Adler, P.E. 
Sr. Project Manager 

cc: Mardan Group, LLC 
Keach-Nordstrom Associates, Inc. 
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Place 
• Raymond Safety Complex; Torrent Hall

Call to Order 
• 1:00 p.m.

Members Present 
• Steve Brewer (Public Works Director)
• Kevin Pratt (Fire Chief)
• Paul Hammond (Assistant Fire Chief)
• Christina Sapp (Planning Technician)
• David Hall (Building Inspector)
• Ernest Cartier Creveling (Community Development Director)
• David Salois (Police Chief)
• Jeff Adler (Town of Raymond Engineer) Dubois & King

Application Review:  The Meadows 
Application #2017-005 – A subdivision application for the purpose of a two-lot subdivision with 

one lot comprising 9.048 acres with frontage on Chester Road and a larger lot comprising 77.247 acres with 
frontage along proposed roads associated with an accompanying site plan review application entitled “The 
Meadows,” which proposes construction of 172 condominium townhomes in forty-three buildings along 
with the associated infrastructure.  There is also an application for a Special Permit, as this development 
that will impact Zone G land (in this case, jurisdictional wetlands).  The property is represented as Tax Map 
11 – Lot 44 on the Raymond tax maps and located at 41 Chester Road. 

Members Seated for this Discussion:  David Hall; Steve Brewer; Kevin Pratt; Paul Hammond; Christina Sapp; 
Ernest Cartier Creveling; David Salois; Jeff Adler 

Applicant/Agents Present:  Patrick Colburn – KNA, Brent Cole – KNA, Heather Monticup – GPI 
Bruce Lewis – Lewis Engineering, PLLC 

Others Present:  None. 

Ernie Creveling opened the meeting by explaining who and what the TRC Committee is responsible for and 
explained to the abutters that even though this is a public meeting, it is not a public hearing.  He further 
explained that the planning board meeting is the outlet for the abutters to voice their concerns and 
opinions. The TRC cannot change things or make decisions. Ernie then when on to introduce the TRC 
members. 

Chief David Salois asked if the abutters were given access to the project package as we were. Ernie stated 
that the current projects are located on the town web site for anyone to be able to access the information. 

Patrick Colburn – KNA, introduced himself and the rest of his team: Brent Cole – KNA, Heather Monticup – 
GPI, Bruce Lewis – Lewis Engineering, PLLC. He started off by recapping the paperwork that was included in 
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the application packet that was dropped off at Town Hall. He will be giving an overview of the project and 
leave most of the time to question and answers 

Mr. Patrick Colburn explained that the property is an 86-acre parcel and will be subdivided into two lots 
one lot of 9 acres will be reserved for commercial development and the 77-acre lot will be where the 
proposed 172 multi-family 43 four unit pods will be built. They will all be drive up garages some will be one 
car and some will be two car garages with 20-foot-wide driveways. They are all two-bed room. 

The development will have private roadways with the main access off Route 102 and an emergency access 
off of Genco Way that will be gated. There will be eyebrows and cul-de-sacs with pods built around them. 
The proposed clubhouse will have parking and a mail box station right off the sidewalk and accessible at all 
hours. 

Municipal water will come across 102 and have a master water meter that at Mr. Brewer’s suggestion will 
be housed in an above ground structure, from there each unit will be feed through a private on site water 
system. Units will have a sprinkler system and there will be hydrants and water shutoffs as applicable 
throughout the development. 

The utility plans lay out the water system and community leach fields, 24 leach beds some single building 
and some multi building. This is subject to state subdivision approval and local approval for the leach beds. 

Brent’s design for the storm water system consists of all closed drainage, meaning curbed roads. Catch 
basins with closed pipes convey storm water to management areas. He used a variety of management 
systems, such as bio retention ponds, extended retention ponds, traditional retention ponds and swales all 
in the spirit of treatment and mitigation. They are asking for special permit to be allowed to cross the 
seasonal stream off of Route 102 and the perennial stream that Genco Way crosses. He proposed a pre-
cast concrete box culvert with stream bed simulation in the bottom that is in accordance with state 
regulations. 

Landscaping is unit typical and community typical landscaping. The clubhouse will have trees and the 
dumpsters will have screening and trash pickup is private. 

The state curb cut permit has been submitted to District 5 by Heather and the wetland special permit goes 
before the conservation committee on April 12th. 

Ernie asked how many total wetland impacts do they have? Patrick stated they have two, one at each 
crossing. 

This project is large enough to require an alteration of terrain permit from the DES and they have submitted 
the dredge and fill permit.  At this point things are progressing, the first planning board meeting is April 
20th and he doesn’t see any revision as of now however the state agencies, TRC committee and Dubois & 
King will start weighing in and is sure there will be some revisions further down the road. 

Mr. Brewer if you could go over facts, figures and details of all the disciplines. Could you go into great detail 
about the drainage, traffic, overall earthwork especially cuts and fills, the erosion control and construction 
sequencing. 
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Mr. Colburn referred to page C2, it shows the removal and demo plan, lot is mostly undeveloped, fencing 
and farm road will be removed. The farm road is the third existing curb cut onto 102, it will be closed to 
make way for the new curb cut. The site lay out plan shows much more detail. We have horizontal curbs, 
situation curbing, also shows discharging surface water in sheet flow off edge of pavement, and reserve 
areas as roadway buffers, these are all in accordance with DES Alteration of Terrain Program. The proposed 
snow storage areas, a boulevard entrance coming off of 102 with middle landscaping and the water meter 
hut which is 10x18. 
 
The applicant is requesting one waiver from the Town Road standards. The discussion at design plan was 
that all roads in the interior of the development will be private. The way the ordinance is written, regardless 
of the ownership of the roads they will be designed to the table. There are 3 areas that the roads will deviate 
from the standards. Those areas are the horizontal curb radius, making it possible to cross the stream at its 
skinniest point and achieve sight distance off 102. 
 
Chief Pratt asked the width of the road. Mr. Colburn stated that the road is 25 feet wide, inside curb to 
inside curb. 
 
The 2nd deviation is from standard length of straight tangent between horizontal curbs. The only other thing 
that deviates from the standard is the crown section of the pavement. Throughout the development they 
propose a normal crown, which means you have a centerline higher than both edges of pavement, 2% in 
both directions. The ordinance suggests in the horizontal curbs that cross fork should transition into a super 
elevation, that is not necessary, it lends itself to higher speeds and we suggest sticking with a normal crown. 
 
Chief Salois asked that while we are at the intersection of 102 it looks like approximately 37 school age 
children will be coming out of the development, what I didn’t notice in the plans was a bus stop or parent 
staging to drop kids off. I assume the buses won’t go into the development, which will further create an 
issue at the intersection with traffic. Our experience tells us that parents won’t let kids walk down to the bus 
stop, especially the younger ones. They will drive them down especially during inclement weather. Is there 
any spot there, have you considered parent staging? Mr. Colburn stated that he hasn’t taken that into 
account but it’s certainly something they can investigate, they have the area of the water meter hut. If it’s 
appropriate they could widen an area by a lanes width. Chief Salois suggested that this would be a 
conversation for the traffic consultant. Mr. Colburn thinks it’s something they can accommodate without a 
problem, they have the acreage to do it. Mr. Colburn clarified that the buses would indeed stop on 102 to 
pick up a group of kids. Chief Salois stated that other development in town have the kids picked up at major 
intersections, it seems to be the trend so there aren’t a lot of stops added to the route. Mr. Colburn said 
they would be looking at extending the sidewalk as well as the travel lane. He pictured that they would be 
picked up at the first intersection, buses would come in and turn around, but if they are picking up along 
102 then that will need to be factored in. Mr. Creveling agreed. Mr. Colburn asked if there was someone to 
reach out to. Mr. Creveling pointed out that it had been suggested before that they should go before the 
Highway Safety Committee and that would ensure we have school representation there. 
 
Mr. Brewer asked that while we are on this page would Mr. Colburn talk a little bit about the geometry of 
the main entrance driveway and the state permit. Has the state permit been filed? Has there been any 
reaction? Mr. Colburn yes, we applied for the permit and no we haven’t gotten any reaction it hasn’t even 
been a week. Chief Salois wanted to know if it was right on the knoll. Mr. Colburn said yes very close. Chief 
Salois asked how close.  Mr. Colburn explained that the first place they wanted to put the driveway didn’t 
have adequate sight distance. The shift of the proposed sight for the drive way allows adequate sight 
distance and the cars headlights go into the woods instead of into people’s houses. 
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There was conversation regarding the fact that an aerial survey was used instead of a ground survey. It was 
stated that an aerial survey has an error margin of 1 foot and could change the grade down to the wet lands 
causing the wet lands to be impacted. It was agreed that internally there is a lot of room and can be 
manipulated to make grade.  It was suggested that the aerial survey be merged with the ground survey that 
was done around the streams and roads to avoid any conflict between plans and finished product. The 
conversation went on to cuts and fills. There have been no volume calculations, there is some concern over 
the fact that there will be significant manipulation of terrain. If any of this material is be taken off site there 
may an excavation permit required by the town.  The point of making sure that the grade of the 
development meets the ADA requirements for parking, sidewalks and roadways. 

Conversation went on to storm water management. They have implemented many different techniques 
within the grading and drainage plan, such as lowering crossing at the intermittent stream at the main 
entrance. Daisy Way entrance to the development has the only open drain area. The treatment ponds will 
have chain link fence around all of them, some of them are deep. They will be accessed through a gate for 
the association to upkeep and maintain. The treatment and mitigation of storm water is a menu of choices, 
all per the Alteration of Terrain Program.  DES mandates that multifamily house roofs must be treated for 
storm water runoff, if not it then must be collected and treated. There will be no runoff from this 
development into other houses or property. 

Heather Monticup from GPI did the traffic study. They did the study according to the outline and were not 
required to meet with NHDOT. They took daily and peak am/pm traffic counts, noted that this was during 
February and the campground traffic, heavy trucks from Aggregate and the trucks from Walmart 
Distribution Center were not at peak travel, these are unique to Raymond and we need to look to the future 
as a town. They also collected speed data out on 102, they must look at a ten-year span per DOT and found 
traffic not changing much in that time period. There will be some impact on wait time at intersections of 
Brown Rd, Park Place and the new driveway.  The school bus situation will need to be analyzed regarding 
the impact on 102 and back up or wait time on the new driveway. It was asked/suggested about widening 
102 and adding a left turn lane for traffic to move smoothly on 102. Concern was brought up regarding 
Brown Rd and 107, town requested the state put up a stop sign due to current traffic issues, this will be 
adding to that concern. The intersection of Batchelder Rd and 107 is at a tipping point now and this project 
will have a negative impact. 

The lighting of the development has been contracted by Sharon Inc. They will be place at every intersection 
and at all visitor parking, each unit is expected to have lighting as well. 

Bruce Lewis from Lewis Engineering PLLC spoke to the water system within the development. Town water 
is available for the development, put will be private within the development. The water main will cross 102 
into a hut that will house the water meter and back flow, the water department will have access to be able 
to read the meter, from the hut, water will be supplied to each of the units into individual water meters. The 
units will have sprinkler systems and hydrants will be available within the development. It was noted that 
irrigation may want to be considered. 

The question of internal traffic common measures was asked and currently there are only stop signs on the 
minors. If there are any suggestions they are appreciated.  

Chief Pratt asked about guardrails on the switch back, they make it harder for a fire truck to get through. 
The guardrails overhang the roadway and make it difficult.  
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In respect to the procedures forward, this project will be seen before the highway safety committee and 
then will have a presentation to the planning board on April 20th. The project team will also be receiving 
constant updates and input regarding the project from the state level, other committees and departments 
within the town. 

Mr. Colburn will provide mitigation on his plans understanding that he misinterpreted the no net loss of 
wetland incorrectly.  

The Highway Safety Committee meeting was scheduled for April 18th at 9am. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Christina Sapp 
Planning Technician 
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Date:    April 13, 2017 

To: Ernest M. Cartier-Creveling 
 Community Development Director – Town of Raymond, NH  
 
Re:   Peer Review of Fiscal Impact Analysis of The Meadows 
 
The Town of Raymond Community Development Department requested a peer review of the report 
Fiscal Impact Analysis – The Meadows dated March 22, 2017 (referred to here as the FIA).     In response 
BCM Planning, LLC has made a detailed review of the FIA and compared its results to fiscal impact 
estimates using alternative costing methods.   Key points from this review are summarized below.  
 

 The FIA did not include information to validate the proposed selling prices of the units, nor did it 
indicate the size of the units.   This review looked at some relevant local sales data which 
indicates that the valuation and tax generation estimates in the report are supportable.     

 

 Further information obtained for this review showed  that half the units (inside units) will have 
1,621 square feet of living area, and half (end units) will have 1,943 square feet of living area.     

 

 The sizes of the townhouse are comparable to the living area of single family detached homes.  
Therefore, it was appropriate to explore the effect of potential school enrollment generation 
that is higher than estimated by the FIA.     

 

 The cost allocations in the FIA are based principally on a marginal cost approach.  The FIA asserts 
that this method will provide a truer picture of anticipated expenditures than an average cost 
approach.   Our view is that the marginal cost approach will tend to estimate the more 
immediate short term cost impacts of a development, but may understate the long term 
impacts of development.        

 

 To test the conclusions of the FIA, BCM Planning, LLC estimated potential fiscal impacts using 
average costing methods, and included scenarios with higher school enrollment generation than 
predicted by the FIA.           

 

 Even with the higher costs projected under the test models, this review validates the basic 
conclusion of the FIA that revenues should exceed attributable costs.   However, our test models 
suggest that the long term revenue to cost ratio may not be as high as that shown in the FIA.   

 
 
Bruce C. Mayberry, Principal 
BCM Planning, LLC

      P. O. Box 723     Yarmouth, Maine 04096 
    (207) 749-5217    bmayber1@maine.rr.com 
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Scope of Peer Review 

The Town of Raymond Community Development Department requested a peer review of the report 
Fiscal Impact Analysis – The Meadows dated March 22, 2017, prepared by Fougere Planning & 
Development, Inc. for Sterling Homes.    In this review we will abbreviate references to the report as the 
FIA (Fiscal Impact Analysis).   
 
This peer review provides a critique of the methods of analysis and the evidence used in the report to 
support its cost and revenue assumptions relating to the development.  For some aspects of the review, 
testing or substitution of alternative assumptions, based on other data available to BCM Planning, is 
applied to illustrate its effect on the cost/revenue relationship.    
 
Since a mix of costing methods are applied in the FIA,  this review will discuss the differences between 
marginal and average cost approaches to fiscal impact analysis, and the great variation between the 
service cost assignments they generated..    The basic limitations of all fiscal impact studies in predicting 
impacts and related cost/revenue outcomes is also discussed.          
 

Average Versus Marginal Costing Methods 

There are two main approaches to assigning cost impacts to new development:  marginal and average 

costing.   Understanding the differences between these cost approaches is essential to interpreting the 

results and limitations of any fiscal impact analysis.     

Marginal costing attempts to identify the immediate impacts of a development on municipal or school 

service costs.   Under this approach, a number of service cost components are not proportionately 

assigned to new development as impacts because these costs are essentially viewed as existing 

overhead expenses that will not change appreciably. 

Under the average costing approach, each additional increment in population, housing, floor area, etc. is 

assumed to have the same long term cost impact as all preceding development.   In this case, the full 

cost of municipal services is allocated on a per capita or per housing unit basis to new development.   

This average cost approach will yield a cost assignment well above the marginal cost estimate, but one 

that may provide a fuller accounting of the total cost impacts of cumulative growth.       

The marginal cost attributed to a subject development will generally be much lower than the average 

current cost per capita.   Such an assignment is possible only because other properties or users are 

already paying for services that will be available to the new use.   Long term service costs may then be 

understated because existing properties are effectively subsidizing the cost of new development.    

Highway impact analysis provides one illustration of the issues posed by the “threshold” nature of 

marginal costing.  When an impact study relating to highway capacity is performed, a traffic analyst may 

find that new vehicle trips generated by a development will not push the roadway or intersection above 

its rated capacity or pose any significant new safety concern.    Consequently the finding may be that 

there is no project impact requiring action as a result of the development.    

After several more developments are built, however, capacities may now be exceeded due to their 

cumulative impact, now warranting action to signalize an intersection or widen a road.    Under a strict 
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marginal costing approach, the entire cost of making these improvements could be assigned to the “last 

one in” that pushes demand beyond the capacity threshold.     

If such a cost assignment were to be made, it is likely that the development would prefer an average 

costing approach that would allocate responsibility for the improvements across all traffic generators 

contributing to the need for the improvement.      Though this example pertains to capital 

improvements, the same principle is applicable to municipal and school operating costs.    

Limitations of Fiscal Impact Studies 

Neither the marginal or average cost approach is sensitive to whether existing levels of spending are 

deficient or excessive.  Cost allocations in fiscal impact studies only reflect the amounts that local 

government is willing to appropriate for services.     

If current maintenance budgets or personnel levels are viewed as underfunded, or if capital facility 

investment is lagging behind current needs, the fiscal impact analysis is not likely to indicate it.    

In general, the purpose of a fiscal impact analysis is to provide information to help the community 

anticipate possible impacts on services, and to seek long term balanced development with a diversity of 

uses that will support a reasonable tax rate.      

Fiscal impact analysis does not normally produce actionable results, even if the cost/revenue balance is 

negative, unless a development would necessitate an excessive expenditure of public funds to support 

it.    There is no requirement that individual properties “pay for themselves” in annual service costs.   

With respect to capital cost impacts, exactions for off-site improvements and impact fees provide a 

means for the recovery of proportionate capital costs attributable to a development.   
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Project Description of The Meadows 

In the FIA, the development is described as a 172-unit residential development comprising 43 buildings 

with four units each in townhouse (attached) style construction, all with two bedrooms per unit.    A 

clubhouse and site amenities are also anticipated.    The development will not be an age-restricted 

development.  

The Meadows will have internal roads that will be privately maintained by the development association. 

Solid waste collection and disposal will be contracted to a private sector provider.  User fees will cover 

the cost of public water service and on-site septic service.  

The four-unit configuration of each building means that 2 units per building will be “end units” and 2 will 

be “interior units”.     Estimated selling prices are used in the report to represent assessed valuation, 

with interior units to sell for $180,000 and end units at $255,000 (average of $217,500).   A clubhouse 

adds another $225,000 in value for a total development valuation of $37,635,000 at full build-out, 

estimated to be five years.   

The FIA did not include information to support the estimated market values or assessed values assigned 

to the units, nor was the size of the living area of the units discussed.  We also noted a 42% difference 

between the price of the end units and the interior units.      

BCM Planning, LLC requested further information from the Town to more fully understand the 

characteristics of the proposed unit with respect to size and layout.   Recent residential condo sales (last 

three years) were also requested from the Assessor for comparison to the FIA estimates of taxable 

valuation. 

Based on the floor plans, elevation drawings, and other data provided to the Town by project 

representatives, a more detailed description of the units was developed:  

  

 Interior Units:    2 bedrooms, 2-1/2 baths     (86 townhouse units): 

 

 Both bedrooms upstairs, plus loft 

 Living area:   1,621 square feet (697 1st floor, 924 2nd floor) 

 Single car garage incorporated within 1st level 

  

 End Units:   2 bedrooms, 2-1/2 baths     (86 townhouse units): 

 

 Master bedroom on 1st floor, 2nd bedroom upstairs, plus large loft 

 Living area:  1,943 square feet (1,236 1st floor; 707 2nd floor) 

 Two car garage incorporated within 1st level 

 

 Internal Private Road Length – Centerline distance 6,692 feet (1.27 miles) 
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Review of Revenue Projections 

Taxable Valuation 

The project revenue estimates in the FIA are based solely on the projected selling prices of the units.    

The Assessor’s estimate of the 2016 assessment ratio (assessed value to market value) for all properties 

is 97%, so assessed value should be very close to selling prices if those price assumptions are valid. 

For further review of the reasonableness of the sales price/ value representation, we reviewed Raymond 

condo sales data provided by the Assessor.   We requested a list of sales of all residential condos in 

Raymond for the last three years.   BCM Planning associated these sales with living area, bedrooms, 

presence of garages, and year built.   A total of 92 sales were identified with an average selling price of 

$187,000 and a median of $194,500.      However, the living area of many of the units was much smaller 

than proposed for the Meadows floor plans, and the sales included a number of old units.       

The only newer units of comparable size were found in age-restricted “adult condo” units, all of which 

were in duplex style construction (all are “end units”).     For further analysis we selected the units of at 

least 1,600 square feet, all of which were built 2003 or later.     Data for the remaining sales (29 units) 

showed:  

 

The condos in this chart are comparable in size to the Meadows interior units, but they are in duplexes 

(end units) and are age-restricted.      Considering the living area represented by these homes, and the 

proposed size of the Meadows units, we believe that the projected sales prices in the FIA are reasonable 

for projecting the assessed value for the property.      

The proposed pricing is also well within the NH Housing Finance Authority guidelines for affordability 

within “workforce housing” income and home price guidelines.   While part of the market attracted to 

the units may include seniors, pricing should also be attractive to younger households and families 

seeking affordable ownership units.   

With respect to revenue generation from property taxes (Town and School) as projected in the FIA, the 

estimates should be reasonable provided that future tax rates are commensurate with the 2016 rates.    

Motor Vehicle Registration Fees 

The FIA uses average registration fees per vehicle at a ratio of 1.5 vehicles per unit at the development.     

Based on 2011-2015 ACS data, the average household in Raymond has 2.1 passenger vehicles.   The 

average for homeowners is 2.3 and for renters it is 1.7.   The FIA estimate of vehicles per unit seems 

reasonable and probably results in a conservative estimate of revenue potential from registration fees.  

SALES OF NEWER RAYMOND CONDOS WITH COMPARABLE LIVING AREA - RAYMOND - LAST THREE YEARS

Unit Description Measure Year Built Living Area Assessed Value Sale Price
Valuation 

Per Sq. Ft

Price Per 

Sq. Ft.

Total Sample (29 Age Restricted Units)

DPX 2 BR - 1 Car Garage Average 2007 1,634 $224,276 $220,845 $137 $135

DPX 2 BR - 1 Car Garage Median 2005 1,612 $222,800 $222,000 $138 $136

Sales 2015 or Later (15 Age Resricted Units)

DPX 2 BR - 1 Car Garage Average 2005 1,624 $220,060 $222,480 $137 $137

DPX 2 BR - 1 Car Garage Median 2005 1,612 $217,100 $222,500 $134 $138
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Review of FIA Service Cost Allocation Methods 

Some of the costs assigned to the development are based on projected service calls per unit, costs per 

capita, or costs per pupil in the case of schools.    

Average Household Size 

Using an average household size of 2.25, the resident population of the development is projected to be 

387.     We view this as a reasonable estimate for the average household size for this type of housing 

unit.     

Public School Enrollment Ratios 

Public school enrollment ratios are often the most critical element of a residential fiscal impact analysis 

because of the high cost of schools per pupil.     The average enrollment per unit applied in the FIA is 

based on an average of indicators including one local development and two other statistical estimates.    

One of the ratios cited in the FIA at 0.190 pupils per unit is based on the average for sample data (2005-

2009 ACS) for all 2-bedroom housing units in Rockingham County (all structure types including 

multifamily apartments).     

The NH statewide sampling for attached units from the same source report showed an average of 0.23 

for 2-bedroom attached units in Rockingham County and 0.22 statewide.    

The average ratio as applied in the FIA results in an estimate of 0.215 pupils per unit for The Meadows.    

This is a reasonable estimate for a typical two bedroom townhouse of typical size (1,200-1,300 square 

feet).      

However, the living area of The Meadows units should also be considered relative to enrollment 

potential.     With 1,621 square feet in the inside units and 1,943 square feet of living area in the large 

end units, dwelling unit size will be comparable to that of a single family detached unit.    

We also note the inclusion of “loft” rooms in all the units.  In many cases, this space will be used as an 

office, den, TV room, guest space, or other “spare room” function.    However, the addition of a privacy 

door can easily create a third bedroom.   This potential is higher for the end units which have a larger 

loft space than the inside units.      

Since half the units are larger end units, it is reasonable to consider “stress testing” the FIA school 

enrollment estimates using a three bedroom ratio for the larger townhouses.    Available ACS/PUMS 

enrollment ratios for 2-BR and 3-BR townhouses, along with data from recent studies by BCM Planning 

LLC in the region are provided below.    

Note that the Census Bureau’s ACS/PUMS data produce enrollment ratios are based on all dwelling 

units, while the BCM Planning ratios from community-wide studies reflect averages that exclude age-

restricted units.   
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Among these ratios the City of Manchester 

the lowest enrollment ratio for 2-

bedrooom residential condos.   

The average for Epping is also low, 

reflecting primarily 2-bedroom units and 

an average of 0.18 pupils per unit, but 

based on a small sample of about 130 

units.     

Data for Bedford, Salem, and Londonderry 

show considerably higher ratios for 2-

bedroom units than indicated in the 

ACS/PUMS ratios.   

In some but not all cases the ratios for 3-

bedroom units are higher than the two 

bedroom townhouses.    The averages 

from the sources in this chart is 0.26 for 

two bedroom units and the average for 

three bedroom units is 0.39 pupils per 

unit.             

 

 

 

Alternative Enrollment Projections for Development 

With a ratio of 0.26 applied to the inside units, and ratio of 0.39 to the end units, t total enrollment 
could be as high as 56 students.   (Average of 0.315 per unit).          

FIA Projected Enrollment for 172 units:   37    (Avg of 0.215 per unit) 

Projections Using Averages from chart above 

 Assume 100% 2-BR Occupancy:   45   (Avg 0.262 per unit) 
 
 Assume @50% 2-BR, 50% 3-BR Occupancy: 56   (Avg 0.326 per unit)  
    (tests the large end units @ 3-BR ratio) 
 
Actual enrollment impacts could or course be higher or lower than any of these estimates, as evidenced 
by the range of multipliers identified in various sources.    
  

Location, Source, Year of Analysis
Enrollment 

Ratio Per Unit

Avg Living Area 

Per Unit

Rockingham County Avg

   2-Bedroom Attached (TH) 0.23 n.a.

   3-Bedroom Attached (TH) 0.39 n.a.

State of NH Average

   2-Bedroom Attached (TH) 0.22 n.a.

   3-Bedroom Attached (TH) 0.48 n.a.

BCM Planning, LLC Impact Fee Studies for Area Communities:

Manchester-2016 - All Condos

    2-Bedrooms 0.10 1,038

    3-Bedrooms 0.26 1,541

Epping - 2016

    Avg TH Condo (2 BR) 0.18 1,329

Bedford - 2015

    2-BR Townhouse 0.34 1,396

    3-BR Townhouse 0.42 1,533

Salem - 2014

    2-BR Condo & Condex 0.37 1,219

    3-BR Condo & Condex 0.32 1,584

Londonderry - 2012

    2-BR Townhouse 0.37 1,182

    3-BR Townhouse 0.46 1,477

Average of Above Ratios

    2-BR Townhouse 0.26

    3-BR Townhouse 0.39

2005-2009 ACS/PUMS Data  (Tabulated in AER/NHHFA 2012 Study)
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School Capacity   

The last school impact fee study for Raymond (2008) provided estimates of the gross capacities of 

Raymond’s schools, which can be compared to 2016 enrollments and projected impacts of the 

development.    The 2016 grade distribution was used to apportion enrollment projections to the three 

local schools:      

 

Due to demographic changes and the aging of the population, enrollment in Raymond has declined to a 

point where there is ample available capacity at the Middle School and High School levels to 

accommodate any of the above enrollment projections for The Meadows.      

Accommodation of more pupils at Lamprey Elementary School is more problematic due to its long 

reliance on modular/portable classrooms to provide classroom space, including both attached and 

detached modular classrooms.   The capacity of the main building (excluding a modular addition to the 

structure) was estimated in 2008 at 453.    The attached and detached modular classrooms at the site 

bring its total estimated capacity to 623.       

Existing enrollment already exceeds the capacity of the main building, and while additional pupils may 

be accommodated in the modular addition or in the detached portables, this is generally considered a 

substandard condition (which already exists today).    

Additional students at the elementary school will place more urgency on the existing need to construct 

an addition to the facility, in part to replace the modular and portable classrooms with permanent 

space.    In 2017 a bond issue was defeated that would have provided for a 12-classroom addition and 

related facility space at the Lamprey School at a cost of over $9 million.    

 

  

RAYMOND SCHOOL SYSTEM ESTIMATED CAPACITY AND ENROLLMENT Meadows Enrollment Potential

FIA

37 45 56

Lamprey Elementary PS-4 453 623 515 38.6% 14 17 21

Gove Middle School 5-8 750 750 401 30.0% 11 14 17

Raymond High School 9-12 750 750 420 31.4% 12 14 18

Total K-12 1,203 1,373 1,336 100.0%

2016 

Enrolled

Existing 

Enrollment 

Distribution

School Facilty
BCM Planning AltsCapacity 

Permanent 

Facility Space

Capacity 

With 

Modulars

Grades
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Review of Service Cost Analysis 

Public School Operating Costs 

The FIA indicates that its projection of 37 additional students could require two additional teachers if 

new students cannot be absorbed into existing classes.    The FIA allocates an impact of $150,000 to The 

Meadows based on the average salary and benefit costs of $75,000 per teacher.     This reflects a cost 

allocation of about $4,054 per pupil as the impact of the development on the operating cost of schools.    

This is a marginal cost assignment, reflecting only a portion of current average per-pupil cost.    In the 

FIA, the full cost of the educational programs, plant maintenance, administration, sports programs, 

student transportation, other operating expenses are not assigned in this marginal cost impact.     

NH Department of Education data the for the Raymond School District shows an average total operating 

cost per pupil of $14,394 for 2015-2016.   This is an adjusted figure that excludes the cost of debt service 

and capital projects, tuition reimbursed costs, and student transportation.   The NH statewide average 

was about the same at $14,901 per pupil.  

Not all of this cost needs to be supported from taxation due to other revenues to the school district.     

BCM Planning estimates that the local property tax amount needed to support the average pupil in the 

Raymond school system is $10,859:    

      

This estimated amount per pupil is net of State and other aid, and non-property tax income.  The local 

share of current debt service is also excluded in the above estimate to avoid overlap with capital costs.   

The District currently pays debt service for construction at the Gove Middle School (Raymond received 

state building aid for 55% of the principal due on the bond).      

When computed on an average cost basis (using property tax supported costs only), total school 

operating costs to be raised from taxes to support the projected number of pupils would be: 

 @ 37 Students (FIA projection)  $401,783 

 @ 45 Students (BCM Alt. 1)  $488,655 

 @ 56 Students (BCM Alt. 2)  $608,104 

 

 

 

Taxable Valuation 2016 $923,356,261

School Tax Rates $16.47

Taxes Raised Locally for School Costs $15,207,678

   Less Local Share School Debt ($700,000)

Operating Costs Paid By Taxes $14,507,678

Total Students 1,336

Avg Taxes Required Per Pupil $10,859
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Municipal Operating Costs 

This section of the review discusses municipal expenditure categories and the related cost allocations 

contained in the FIA.     

General Government:  Within the Town budget, general government includes all expenses for Town 

finance, administration, tax assessment, planning and zoning, insurance and government buildings 

expenses.  The FIA allocates no new general government service costs of these operations to the 

development.       

Public Safety:  This budget expense category includes the cost of Police, Fire, Ambulance, 

Communications, Emergency Management and Building Inspection.   The FIA contains a cost allocation 

for the Police and Fire portions of this budget only (excluding Communications).    

Use of this method implies that operating cost impacts occur only when there is a call response to the 

property.   Since public safety services also involve protective and preparedness functions, all properties 

benefit from the related services, even if they do not generate calls.     

Police Department.   The FIA projects department Police Department call volume for townhouse units at 

0.40 calls per unit per year (69 per year projected for The Meadows).      

BCM Planning prepared a draft impact fee study for the Police Station in 2006 which involved 

association of 2005 dispatch data with property characteristics.    There were a total of about 19,500 

police dispatch calls.      Of these totals, about 70% of the police calls could be traced to a specific 

property address.   About 9,100 of these were addresses of residential property.    

Note that call data from the 2006 study was based on all dispatch entries that could be associated with 

an identifiable address.  Not all Police calls are emergency events nor are they all equal; they include 

complaints, calls for information, arrests, motor vehicle stops, home and business checks, follow ups, 

servicing paperwork, and all other functions.   

In the 2006 study, the Police Department calls associated with a specific address, averaged 2.1 per year 

for all residential units, and 1.6 per unit for condo/townhouse units.  If this rate is applied to The 

Meadows, it could translate to 275 calls, or about four times as many as projected using the FIA service 

call examples.    

In a 2015 study for the Town of Epping, BCM Planning estimated a Police Department call for service 

ratio of 0.81 per unit for townhouse condominiums.   If that rate were applied to The Meadows, it would 

project 139 calls per year.    

The problem with using these call ratios is that a “call for service” may be defined differently by 

jurisdiction or recording method. 

The FIA assigns a cost allocation of $35,000 to The Meadows on the assumption that an average of 0.5 

officers may be needed to support the development.    Another approach (below) indicates that this 

assignment may be reasonable and proportionate, though it may have a different cost.  
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 Alternative Police Department Cost Estimate, Personnel Based: 

 Officers in Raymond PD (2015)      18 

 Per 1,000 Persons    1.75 

 Portion of Services Residential   70%   (BCM, 2006 Study) 

 Adjusted Ratio Residential Needs  1.23 

 Total Budget Per Officer           $ 100,000 

 Development impact 387 persons  0.48 officers 

 Cost Allocation         $ 48,000 

  

This result is similar to the FIA in terms of personnel needs, but higher ($48,000) than the dollar value 

projected ($35,000) because total Police Department costs are used here (exclusive of communications) 

rather than salary alone.     However the estimated personnel impact using these methods is essentially 

the same.  

The Police Station is currently considered to be significantly undersized relative to both existing and 

future needs.    An architectural study was commissioned that included a space needs assessment 

indicating that a new facility should be developed at a size of 18,000 square feet to accommodate 

existing future needs over a 25-year horizon.    The cost was estimated at over $9 million.   Much of the 

increase that is needed relates to existing deficiencies in space.      

The Town’s New Police Station Committee later re-evaluated space needs and reduced the proposed 

size and capacity of the building to a 15,000 square foot proposal at an estimated cost of $6.8 million.     

In 2017 a bond proposal for this project was defeated.    Additional demands from new development on 

the Police Department will continue to exert pressure on the need for a new police facility.   

Fire Department.    The FIA projects Fire Department activity based on sample data on calls for service 

per housing unit, with projected calls for The Meadows at 40 per year (average of 0.23 per unit.)      

Based on the 2006 BCM Planning study on impact fees, the Fire/EMS combined total call ratio was 0.21 

for all residential units, but lower at 0.09 per unit for condos and townhouse units.   The BCM Planning 

safety study in Epping (2015) indicated an average for Fire/EMS calls of 0.13 per unit for townhouses.   

At a ratio of 0.09 per unit, annual calls to The Meadows would be projected at 16 calls per year, or less 

than half the number projected in the FIA.    At the ratio of 0.13, the ratio would be 22 per year.    

 Alternative Fire Cost Estimate, Local Calls Based 

 Total Default Budget for Fire Dept.         $ 483,323 

 Total Fire Calls 2016                             809 

 Cost Per Call                    $         597 

 Calls Projected 2006 Study Basis                                           16 (rounded up) 

 Annual Cost for Development (calls based)  $    9,552 

    Adjust @ 80% (calls by address % of all activity)              $  11,940  
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The FIA cost estimate for the Fire Department was higher than this figure at $25,240.    Considering that 

the current Fire Department budget represents an understaffed situation (per the interview cited in the 

FIA) the higher cost estimate may be more appropriate.  

Note that the methods compared above exclude the costs of the Communications portion of the public 

safety budget, which is part of overall public safety expense.   

Highways:    The FIA makes no cost assignment to The Meadows for municipal highway costs, probably 

because the internal roads of the development are to be privately maintained.   The internal roads of 

The Meadows will be 1.27 miles in length.    However, since the average vehicle trip length in the U.S. is 

about 10 miles, road maintenance impacts resulting from the development will not be confined to the 

internal road of the development.    

While Raymond has an extensive network of State maintained roads, some portion of travel will be to 

local destinations using Class V roads (errands, visiting friends, going to church, the Town Office, school 

events, ball games, etc.)     

The Town highway default budget including administration totals $989,272.  As of 2017, the NH DOT 

inventory shows 74.85 miles of Class V roads in Raymond, indicating a gross highway department cost of 

$13,217 per Class V road mile.     Applied to The Meadows internal roadway of 1.27 miles suggests that 

the average maintenance cost associated with the development, if provided publicly, would be $16,786.    

Solid Waste:   No cost allocation is included in the FIA nor is it recommended.  Solid waste will be 

managed privately at the development at no cost to the Town.    

Welfare:  No cost allocation for this budget item is included in the FIA nor is it recommended for the 

development.   

Culture & Recreation:  Budget items for Culture and Recreation include Parks and Recreation, the Library 

and miscellaneous events.      The FIA includes a per capita average cost allocation for Recreation only.   

No cost is allocated to the development for Library services.   

Recreation.  The amount shown in the FIA as the recreation budget is $283,254.    We cannot locate this 

figure in the 2016 Town Report, but do find the 2017 default budget amount of $446,577 for “Parks and 

Recreation” (and prior year budget of $436,680).   

Using the default budget figure, the per capita cost1 for Parks and Recreation would be $44 rather than 

the $28 per capita assigned to Recreation in the FIA.   Based on the full “Parks and Recreation” budget, 

the cost allocation would be $17,028 vs. the FIA estimate of $10,836.    

Library:   A cost allocation for library costs are not addressed in the FIA.   The library portion of the 

budget (default) is $231,631 or $23 per capita.    Applied to the projected population of the 

development, an average cost allocation would be $8,901.   

                                                           
1 BCM Planning computations of per capita costs for Raymond are based on the NHOEP estimate of its 2015 
population at 10,257.     
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Testing Fiscal Impact Using Average Cost Models 

The FIA relies principally on marginal costing methods which by their nature will result in cost 

assignments that are well below the current average cost per capita or per pupil.   BCM Planning applied 

higher cost allocations using average costs and modified average costs to provide an alternative test of 

net fiscal impacts.    

Municipal Operating Costs (Residential Portion).   An alternative estimate using an average cost model is 

described below to provide a comparison to the FIA results.    The method uses cost figures by 

department derived from the 2017 default budget amounts.    

The estimated share of service costs that is related to residential demand is estimated to generate a 

residential service cost amount that is then divided by population to derive a per capita cost.   Municipal 

service costs are not metered by land use, so assumptions must be made to estimate the residential 

share of demand on services.   Otherwise the cost to service non-residential uses would be included in 

the per capita cost applied to residential development.    Assumptions of the residential portion of 

service costs were: 

 General Government          80%   (proportionate valuation of property) 

 Public Safety      70%   (2006 study of safety calls, living area, valuation)  

 Highways      80%   (population & employment, assessed valuation)   

 Culture & Recreation       100% (parks, recreation, library predominantly residential) 

 

In the application of 

average costs to the 

development, a credit for 

highway expenses was 

applied to reflect private 

maintenance of the 

development’s internal 

roads.      

Results of the two average 

cost approaches are 

compared to the FIA cost 

allocation here.  

 

 

 

Summary Comparison of Town Cost 

Allocations

FIA Cost 

Allocation

BCM Planning 

Avg Per Capita 

Cost Allocation

BCM Planning 

Modified Avg 

Cost Allocation

General Government $0 $70,434 $22,446

Public Safety

   Police $35,000 $48,375 $48,375

   Fire & Ambulance $25,240 $13,932 $12,771

   Communications & Other $0 $11,610 $11,610

   Building Inspection $0 $1,935 $0

Highways $29,799 $25,155

     Less Credit for Private Rd ($16,786) ($16,786)

     Net Highways $0 $13,013 $8,369

Sanitation $0 $0 $0

Welfare $0 $0 $0

Parks & Recreation $10,836 $17,028 $17,028

Library $0 $8,901 $8,901

Other Cultural $0 $387

Total Municipal $71,076 $185,615 $129,500

Amount Assigned Per Capita: $184 $480 $335
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Under the average cost model, residential 

municipal cost per capita assigned to the 

development is $523 per person, less a 

credit for maintenance of the private 

internal road, or a net amount of $480 

per capita.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A modified average cost was computed by 

excluding selected budget items that may be 

less sensitive in the short term to population 

and housing growth, or that are likely to be 

offset by permit fees.     

This modified cost per applied to the 

development is $378 per capita, less a credit for 

maintenance of a private internal road, resulting 

in a cost of $335 per capita.  

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

Town Expenditures
2017 Default 

Budget

Estimated 

Residential 

Share of 

Demand

Estimated 

Residential 

Share of 

Service 

Costs

Total Town 

Residential 

Per Capita 

Residential Per 

Capita Applied 

to Meadows 

Population of 

387

Meadows 

Proportionate 

Service Cost 

Allocation

General Government $2,337,222 80% $1,869,777 $182 $182 $70,434

  Insurance (All Departments) $1,080,866 80% $864,693 $84 $84 $32,508

  Financial Administration $463,213 80% $370,570 $36 $36 $13,932

  General Government Buildings $265,150 80% $212,120 $21 $21 $8,127

  Election, Registration, Vital Statistics $182,845 80% $146,276 $14 $14 $5,418

  Planning & Zoning $150,825 80% $120,660 $12 $12 $4,644

  Revaluation of Property $105,513 80% $84,410 $8 $8 $3,096

  All Other $88,810 80% $71,048 $7 $7 $2,709

Public Safety $2,854,341 70% $1,998,038 $196 $196 $75,852

   Police $1,824,762 70% $1,277,333 $125 $125 $48,375

   Fire $483,323 70% $338,326 $33 $33 $12,771

   Communications & Other $432,869 70% $303,008 $30 $30 $11,610

   Ambulance $39,300 70% $27,510 $3 $3 $1,161

   Building Inspection $67,605 70% $47,324 $5 $5 $1,935

   Emergency Management $6,482 70% $4,537 $0 $0 $0

Highways & Streets $989,272 80% $791,417 $77 $77 $29,799

   Highways and Streets * $830,493 80% $664,394 $65 $65 $25,155

   Adminstration $134,279 80% $107,423 $10 $10 $3,870

   Street Lighting $24,500 80% $19,600 $2 $2 $774

Sanitation $341,492 100% $341,492 $33 $0 $0

Welfare $62,026 100% $62,026 $6 $0 $0

Culture & Recreation $689,924 100% $689,924 $68 $68 $26,316

   Parks & Recreation $446,577 100% $446,577 $44 $44 $17,028

   Library $231,631 100% $231,631 $23 $23 $8,901

   Patriotic & Other $11,716 100% $11,716 $1 $1 $387

Total Municipal Cost $7,274,277 79% $5,752,674 $562 $523 $202,401

Less Credit for Private Internal Road * ($16,786)

Service Cost Attributed to Development $185,615

Town Expenditures
2017 Default 

Budget

Estimated 

Residential 

Share of 

Demand

Estimated 

Residential 

Share of 

Service 

Costs

Total Town 

Residential 

Per Capita 

Residential Per 

Capita Applied 

to Meadows 

Population of 

387

Meadows 

Proportionate 

Service Cost 

Allocation

General Government $2,337,222 80% $1,869,777 $182 $58 $22,446

  Insurance (All Departments) $1,080,866 80% $864,693 $84 $0

  Financial Administration $463,213 80% $370,570 $36 $36 $13,932

  General Government Buildings $265,150 80% $212,120 $21 $0

  Election, Registration, Vital Statistics $182,845 80% $146,276 $14 $14 $5,418

  Planning & Zoning $150,825 80% $120,660 $12 $0

  Revaluation of Property $105,513 80% $84,410 $8 $8 $3,096

  All Other $88,810 80% $71,048 $7 $0

Public Safety $2,854,341 70% $1,998,038 $196 $188 $72,756

   Police $1,824,762 70% $1,277,333 $125 $125 $48,375

   Fire $483,323 70% $338,326 $33 $33 $12,771

   Communications & Other $432,869 70% $303,008 $30 $30 $11,610

   Ambulance $39,300 70% $27,510 $3 $0

   Building Inspection $67,605 70% $47,324 $5 $0

   Emergency Management $6,482 70% $4,537 $0 $0

Highways & Streets $989,272 80% $791,417 $77 $65 $25,155

   Highways and Streets * $830,493 80% $664,394 $65 $65 $25,155

   Adminstration $134,279 80% $107,423 $10 $0

   Street Lighting $24,500 80% $19,600 $2 $0

Sanitation $341,492 100% $341,492 $33 $0 $0

Welfare $62,026 100% $62,026 $6 $0 $0

Culture & Recreation $689,924 100% $689,924 $68 $67 $25,929

   Parks & Recreation $446,577 100% $446,577 $44 $44 $17,028

   Library $231,631 100% $231,631 $23 $23 $8,901

   Patriotic & Other $11,716 100% $11,716 $1 $0

Total Municipal Cost $7,274,277 79% $5,752,674 $562 $378 $146,286

Less Credit for Private Internal Road* ($16,786)

Service Cost Attributed to Development $129,500
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Range in Estimated Net Fiscal Impacts Including Schools 

School Operations Per Pupil.    Per the previous analysis of school costs, the average amount per pupil 

that is derived from property taxes in Raymond was estimated at $10,859.     An alternative modified 

average cost was estimated at 75% of this figure to exclude the estimated proportion of the school 

budget devoted to administration, and plant operations of buildings, or $8,144 per pupil.    The effective 

amount used in the FIA is $4,054 per pupil. 

Annual Revenues.   Annual revenue generation from property taxes and vehicle registration fees is 

assumed to be the same as in the FIA.   In our test models we show town and school revenues 

separately, as the revenues received will not cross over between the two entities. 

Results of Average Cost Models 

Average Cost Model Summary.   Results using the average cost model indicate that the development will 

have a positive revenue/cost ratio under all scenarios, though with a lower amount attributed to the net 

positive amount than in the FIA.    Using the average cost model under the assumptions presented, a 

positive revenue to cost ratio occurs at enrollment levels up to 58 students (an average of 0.34 per unit).      

 

The average service cost model is based on expected long term costs and the assumption of full 

buildout, estimated by the developer to be five years.     

Modified Average Cost Model.    An alternative model was prepared with reduced average costs per 

capita and per pupil assigned to the development.    This is a form of marginal costing where only 

selected portions of annual costs are assigned to the development under the assumption that certain 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS FIA Enrollment Est. BCM Alt 1 BCM Alt 2

Estimated Number of Students 37 45 56

Average Tax-Supported Cost Per Pupil $10,859 $10,859 $10,859

School Operations $401,783 $488,655 $608,104

    (Portion of operating costs requiring support from taxes)

TOWN SERVICES

Gross Municipal Costs Allocated $202,401 $202,401 $202,401

   Less Private Rd Maint (1.27 miles) ($16,786) ($16,786) ($16,786)

   Projected Town Service Costs $185,615 $185,615 $185,615

TOTAL TOWN AND SCHOOL COST TO SUPPORT $587,398 $674,270 $793,719

PROJECTED REVENUES

   Estimated Valuation @ Owner Estmate $37,635,000

   Property Taxes to Town  @ $6.28/Thousand $236,348 $236,348 $236,348

   Vehicle Registration Fees $32,250 $32,250 $32,250

   Revenues to Town $268,598 $268,598 $268,598

   Tax Revenues to School District @ $16.47/Thousand $619,848 $619,848 $619,848

   Total Revenues Town and School $888,446 $888,446 $888,446

NET FISCAL IMPACT (AVERAGE COSTING)

Net Fiscal Impact (Town Revenues Less Municipal Costs) $82,983 $82,983 $82,983

Net Fiscal Impact (Schools) $218,065 $131,193 $11,744

Net Fiscal Impact (Town & School ) $301,048 $214,176 $94,727

    (Excludes Capital Costs and Debt Service)

NET FISCAL IMPACT ESTIMATE USING AVERAGE COST MODEL
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portions of the budgets 

are more sensitive to 

short term growth than 

others.        This 

approach results in a 

much lower cost 

allocation to the 

development, while 

holding revenues 

constant.     

Therefore, it produces a 

much higher net positive 

revenue/cost balance 

than the average cost 

model because it 

assumes that not all existing operating costs will be duplicated as growth occurs. 

Limitations of Fiscal Impact Analysis 

All of the fiscal impact comparisons reviewed here are related to operating costs only.    Capital cost 

impacts are not considered as part of the cost/revenue projections.   School impact fee receipts will be 

applied to recoupment of school development costs, presumably to offset the cost of debt on 

construction of Middle School.    Therefore projected impact fee revenue should not be assumed as an 

offset to the operating costs estimated in the models.   

The costs projected in this analysis do not incorporate any cost assignments for new capital 

expenditures.    As noted, major capital needs include the anticipated cost of a proposed addition to the 

Lamprey Elementary School ($9 million) and the construction of a new Police Station ($6.8 million).   

Both facilities have significant deficiencies in space, and while new housing projects are not the cause of 

these deficiencies, more development will continue to add to a cumulative demand on deficient 

capacity.   

Overall Finding of Review 

Annual revenues derived from the completed Meadows development should be more than adequate to 

cover service cost impacts, though the project “surplus” of revenues in our test models results in a much 

lower positive net fiscal impact estimate than is estimated in the FIA.   

The notion of any long term cumulative “surplus” in revenue generation is somewhat academic.   Year 

after year surpluses cannot accrue because the tax rate will be set no higher than what is actually 

necessary to support budgeted costs.     

PUBLIC SCHOOLS FIA Enrollment Est. BCM Alt 1 BCM Alt 2

Estimated Number of Students 37 45 56

Tax Cost Per New Pupil @ 75% of District Average $8,144 $8,144 $8,144

School Operations Cost Allocation $301,328 $366,480 $456,064

    (Portion of operating costs requiring support from taxes)

TOWN SERVICES

Gross Municipal Costs Allocated $146,286 $146,286 $146,286

   Less Private Rd Maint (1.27 miles) ($16,786) ($16,786) ($16,786)

   Projected Town Service Costs $129,500 $129,500 $129,500

TOTAL TOWN AND SCHOOL COST TO SUPPORT $430,828 $495,980 $585,564

PROJECTED REVENUES

   Estimated Valuation @ Owner Estmate $37,635,000

   Property Taxes to Town  @ $6.28/Thousand $236,348 $236,348 $236,348

   Vehicle Registration Fees $32,250 $32,250 $32,250

   Revenues to Town $268,598 $268,598 $268,598

   Tax Revenues to School District @ $16.47/Thousand $619,848 $619,848 $619,848

   Total Revenues Town and School $888,446 $888,446 $888,446

NET FISCAL IMPACT (AVERAGE COSTING)

Net Fiscal Impact (Town Revenues Less Municipal Costs) $139,098 $139,098 $139,098

Net Fiscal Impact (Schools) $318,520 $253,368 $163,784

Net Fiscal Impact (Town & School ) $457,618 $392,466 $302,882

    (Excludes Capital Costs and Debt Service)

NET FISCAL IMPACT USING MODIFIED AVERAGE COSTS








