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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Master Plan

The Master Plan is a guidance document developed and updated periodically by the
Planning Board. It contains the Planning Board’s recommendations on how the community
can best balance and achieve the goals of residents for the future of the community. The
Master Plan provides the foundation for land use controls such as the zoning ordinance and
subdivision regulations, as well as for other town programs and large expenditures.

1.2 Process Used to Develop the Plan

Since the Master Plan is based on resident’s goals and desires, public participation is an
essential element in the process. Public input was obtained through a community survey
and public meetings. North Country Council was retained to provide a professional planner
to assist the Planning Board. Existing regulations were analyzed to determine the level of
development possible under current zoning, and the consistency between that level of
development and residents’ desires. A public meeting was held on the results of this buildout analysis in 2008. Residents’ views were examined against the backdrop of the
community’s important resources and development limitations, the pros and cons of
alternative approaches considered, and policies and recommendations for the future
developed. Input on the vision for the future was obtained from the community in April of
2009 through a comment sheet and participation in a Pastry & Preservation session. In
August 2009, a public discussion on the various approaches to managing residential
density, such as lot size averaging, conservation subdivisions, and inclusionary housing
density bonuses, was facilitated by North Country Council. On January 6, 2010 a public
hearing was held on the draft plan.
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The final step will be implementation by town officials, voters and volunteers, and annual
review of the policies and recommendations at a joint meeting of the Planning Board and
Selectboard to ensure that municipal activities and spending priorities remain consistent with
residents’ vision for the future of Easton.

1.3 Community Survey Results

In 2006 the Planning Board conducted a community attitude survey to obtain input on
various land use issues. The survey was mailed to the approximately 265 property owners.
Seventy-nine responses were received for a response rate of about 30 %. To enable
comparison of community attitudes over time, the questions from the previous survey in
1996 were repeated, and several others added to address current issues.

As shown below, the survey results indicated strong support for town control over growth.
The majority of respondents reported feeling that the current intensity and type of
commercial activity is appropriate. While the majority of respondents favored the density of
development represented by a 3 acre or greater minimum lot size, about one-third of
respondents expressed support for a mixture of lot sizes/housing densities. About one-third
also supported duplex housing in certain areas. Town consideration of strategies for
creating affordable housing and cluster housing each received positive responses from over
2

forty percent of respondents. The majority of respondents supported town acquisition of
property and development rights for conservation to preserve the rural nature of the town.
Town involvement in promoting high speed internet access also received a favorable
response by a majority of respondents.

The complete survey form and a summary of written responses are included in Appendices
A-1 and A-2.

Agree

No
Opinion

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Number

3

Strongly
Agree
a. Town should control rate of growth
b. Growth should occur with little or no Town
control or regulation
c. Current intensity of commercial activity is
appropriate
d. More intensive commercial activity is
appropriate
e. Current types of commercial activities are
desirable
f. Additional types of commercial activities are
desirable
g. Minimum lot size of greater than 3 acres is
desirable
h. Minimum lot size of less than 3 acres is
desirable
i. Minimum lot size should remain at 3 acres
j. A mixture of lot sizes in different areas of Town
is desirable
k. A mixture of housing densities is desirable
l. Duplex housing may be appropriate in certain
areas
m. Multi-family housing may be appropriate in
certain areas
n. Cluster housing (concentrating all houses or a
development in one place, while preserving
overall ratio of houses to acres) should be
considered
o. The Town should consider strategies for
creating affordable housing
p. To preserve its rural nature, the Town should
purchase properties for conservation
q. To preserve its rural nature, the Town should
preserve development rights for conservation
r. To preserve its rural nature, the Town should
accept bequests of property for conservation
s. The Town should become involved in
promoting high speed internet access

67%
0%

29%
0%

3%
1%

1%
35%

0%
64%

79
77

44%

29%

14%

9%

4%

77

0%

14%

9%

24%

53%

74

19%

58%

21%

1%

1%

73

3%

18%

17%

29%

33%

66

43%

20%

4%

20%

13%

76

3%

4%

5%

27%

61%

75

25%
3%

37%
32%

8%
14%

19%
27%

11%
24%

73
74

3%
5%

29%
26%

13%
12%

25%
22%

29%
34%

75
76

3%

18%

14%

32%

33%

76

11%

36%

12%

18%

24%

76

9%

32%

19%

14%

25%

77

42%

34%

4%

14%

6%

77

43%

22%

12%

14%

8%

76

58%

37%

0%

1%

4%

78

49%

20%

22%

7%

3%

76

1.4 Vision for the Future

Residents today enjoy life in a community that is much quieter than the Easton of a century
ago. Unlike the Easton of the late 1800's, the town today lacks bustling centers of industry
and commercial activity. The center of town is defined only by the two community facilities
located along NH 116 – the town hall, used by part-time staff and volunteer boards, and the
fire station, housing equipment for the town's all volunteer fire department. Easton's
approximately two hundred year-round and seasonal homes are primarily spread along the
main roads such as NH116 and Sugar Hill Road, surrounded by forested hillsides.
Recreational activities are more likely to be informal outdoor activities such as hiking or
cross-country skiing in the surrounding forest than organized sports. Returning home from
an evening meeting one is just as likely to see a moose as another car.

Despite the dark night skies, quiet surroundings, clean water, and unfragmented forestlands,
residents are acutely aware of the potential changes that could occur as a result of forces
outside of the community. The growing commercial area to the north and busy I-93 tourist
corridor to the east, along with several growing resorts within a twenty mile radius, although
providing jobs for residents, could bring changes to the rural quality of life if growth finds the
town unprepared.
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The vast majority of residents share a common desire – to maintain the quiet rural character
of the community. Some specific goals:


Retain the rural character of the town - the remnants of the town's traditional
agricultural past surrounded by forestland, and encourage the preservation of the
dark night skies.



Promote more flexible approaches to density and other innovative land use
planning techniques to retain productive agricultural land and scenic views, while
preventing sprawl and the fragmentation of forest lands and wildlife corridors,
without producing suburban-type cluster developments.



Ensure that residents can pursue business enterprises on their property without
disrupting their neighbor's enjoyment of the quiet rural environment.



Provide residents with the opportunities associated with advances in
communications technology.



Support private, federal and state natural resource protection efforts.



Support local agriculture.



Protect surface water quality and the town's aquifers.



Contain spending.



Explore options for decreasing school costs without decreasing the quality of
education and the sense of community.

5
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Chapter 2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

2.1 Socioeconomic Trends

Population: Easton’s population has been on the rebound in recent decades after a low of
74 residents in 1960. The 2007 Census estimate for 2007 is 283 residents, making it the
seventh smallest community in the state, and still well below the reported peak of 415 in
1850. Population projections are difficult to make. Changes in the global economy, housing
market trends in northern New England, and regional job growth all influence Easton’s
population. In addition, because Easton still has a very small population, decisions made by
individual owners of large parcels can have significant impacts on the town’s population.
Considering the growth seen in recent decades, and the NH Office of Energy and Planning
(NHOEP) estimate of 297 residents in 2008, NHOEP’s population projection of 300
residents in 2010 seems reasonable. For 2020, a range would best be utilized for planning
purposes. NHOEP modeling predicts 320 residents in Easton in 2020; a continuation of the
growth estimated to have occurred in the past decade would result in 351 residents in
Easton in 2020.

Year

Year-round Population

Change

1960

74

1970

92

+24%

1980

124

+35%

1990

223

+78%

2000

256

+15%

2010

300

+17%

2020

320 - 351

+7% - 17%

(Source: US Census, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000; NHOEP Projections, 2010, 2020)

While the population of the town has been increasing, the make-up of that population has
also been changing. Like many areas, Easton has seen an increase in those over 65. In the
North Country, this shift is caused both by the aging baby boomers and by the increasing
popularity of the region with retirees. As shown below, during the last US Census period,
1990 to 2000, Easton’s population age 65 and over increased 25% while the town as a
whole grew only 15%. A similar trend was seen at the county level.
7

Changing Demographics
Total
Population

Easton
1990
Grafton
County
1990
Easton
2000
Grafton
County
2000

%
increase
over
previous
decade

Number
Under 5

%
Under
5

Number
5-17

%
5-17

Number
65 and
over

%
65
and
over

223

16

7%

32

14%

40

18%

74,929

4,928

7%

12,257

16%

9,286

12%

%
increase
65 and
older
over
previous
decade

256

15%

7

3%

42

17%

50

20%

25%

81,743

9%

4,215

5%

13,675

16%

10,973

13%

18%

(Source: U.S. Census)
Changes in the local demographics carry with them changes in the services needed and
may sometimes have financial impacts. It will be important to examine figures for 2010 when
available to understand residents’ needs in the next decade, and participate in cooperative
efforts with nearby towns to address those needs, whether they are those of school age
children or of senior citizens requiring additional assistance with transportation or meals.

Employment: As shown below, more than half of Easton’s employed residents work in
either Franconia or Littleton. The largest businesses in Franconia are Garnet Hill Catalog
Sales and Cannon Mountain. Franconia Notch State Park is also a large employer. In
Littleton, four of the largest ten employers are in retail – Shaw’s, Home Depot, Lowes, and
WalMart. Other large employers in Littleton’s service sector are Littleton Coin and Littleton
Regional Hospital. Manufacturing jobs are provided by Hitchiner Manufacturing (metal
products), Burndy Corporation (electrical connectors), Genfoot America (boots) and other
occupants of the Littleton Industrial Park.
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Place of Work of Easton Residents in 2000
Place

Number

Franconia

35

Littleton

33

Bethlehem

10

Easton

10

Lincoln

10

Other Grafton County

11

Coos County

8

Other New Hampshire

4

Vermont

4

Other State

5

(Source: US Census)

As shown below, jobs in the Littleton Labor Market Area (see Appendix B) tend to pay
wages substantially lower than the average for each sector state-wide – goods producing,
service-providing, and government. The primary destinations for Easton commuters –
Littleton and Franconia – are also shown in the table below. On average, jobs in the goodsproducing sector pay higher wages than jobs in the service-providing sector. This means
that employment growth concentrated in the retail portion of the service sector in recent
years has further exacerbated the wage situation for Littleton area workers. The second
table below shows the number of jobs in each sector in the Littleton Labor Market Area.
Data for Littleton and Franconia are again included separately.

Average Weekly Wages in 2008*
New

Littleton LMA

Littleton

Franconia

Hampshire
Private Goods-

$1075

$711

$717

$637

$822

$606

$621

$630

$820

$666

$786

$465

Producing
Private ServiceProviding
Government

*Rounded to the nearest dollar.
(Source: NH Department of Employment Security)
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Average Annual Employment by Sector in 2008
Littleton

Littleton

Franconia

LMA
Private Goods-

2132

768

40

7978

3468

613

1728

409

202

Producing
Private ServiceProviding
Government

(Source: NH Department of Employment Security)

Incomes: The 2000 US Census reported a median income of $49,167 for Easton
households (42% sample), compared to $41,962 for Grafton County overall (25% sample),
and a per capita income of $31,841 for Easton residents compared with $22,227 countywide. Based on the 2000 Census sample data, 78% of both Easton residents and residents
county-wide had income from wages or a salary. However, Easton residents were more
likely to have self-employment income (25% vs. 17%), and income from interest, dividends
or rent (48% vs. 42%). Also, as would be expected with a slightly older population, Easton
residents were more likely to have income from Social Security (35% vs. 27%) or other
retirement income (20% vs. 16%). Despite Easton’s relatively high median household
income, the 2000 US Census reported 25 Easton residents, 10% of the population, to be
below the poverty level in 2000. Fifteen were children under eighteen. (Interestingly, the
Census sample data reported no households receiving public assistance.) Residents of two
housing units reported having no vehicle available.

Housing: NH Housing Finance Authority (NHHFA) reports the median purchase price for a
home in Grafton County as $193,000 for the first half of 2009. This includes new homes,
existing homes, and condos, and reflects a drop since a high of $221,000 in 2007. Utilizing
NHHFA’s housing affordability calculator with typical figures for household debt, interest
rate, property tax and other variables, it was determined that to purchase a home in Grafton
County at the median price, a household would need to earn at least $60,088 per year.
Affordability of home ownership in Grafton County for Easton residents is compared with
those of other northern Grafton County communities in the table below. The percentage of
seasonal homes in each community is shown as well. Although not yet analyzed in the
10

North Country relative to other variables, the seasonal home market seems to be one factor
related to local variations from the county median housing price.

Median Income and Percentage Seasonal Homes –
Easton Compared with Other Area Communities
2000 Median Percentage
Seasonal Homes
Income
2000
Adjusted to
2009
(Utilizing
25.4%
inflation rate)
Lincoln
35,429
73%
Benton
42,845
39%
Bethlehem
44,576
19%
Woodstock
44,587
56%
Littleton
45,002
3%
Lisbon
47,643
8%
Franconia
50,341
41%
Landaff
52,623
16%
Monroe
53,183
4%
Bath
54,032
16%
Lyman
58,445
21%
Easton
61,655
32%
Sugar Hill
61,721
23%
(Sources: US Census, 2000, and US Department

Town

of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics)

When examining trends in the local housing supply, it is helpful to look at Easton in relation
to the county, state, and to neighboring Franconia. During the 1980’s the housing market in
the state was flooded with an oversupply, leading to a 7% vacancy rate state-wide. As
shown below, some of the demand for housing in the 1990’s when new construction slowed
was met by a reduction in the vacancy rate. In addition, the trend in the 1990’s was for a
shift in use of some second homes to year-round, either through owners retiring to their
vacation homes or through sales. Unlike the state and county, Easton’s vacancy rate
remained stable through the 1990’s at 5%. However, like the state and county, Easton lost
seasonal homes during the 1990’s in both numbers and as a percentage of the housing
stock. Franconia, on the other hand, saw a substantial increase in seasonal homes in the
1990’s, and a vacancy rate that climbed to 12% in 1990 and fell back to 4% by 2000.
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Housing Occupancy

Occupied

New

Grafton

Hampshire

County

1990

1990

2000

2000

Easton

1990

Franconia

2000

1990

2000

411,186

474,606

27,542

31,598

91

117

323

384

57,135

56,413

10,558

10,428

71

60

244

291

11%

10%

25%

24%

42%

32%

38%

41%

35,583

16,005

4,106

1,703

9

10

79

27

7%

3%

10%

4%

5%

5%

12%

4%

Housing Units
Seasonal
Homes
Seasonal
Homes %
Vacant Units
Vacancy Rate

(Source: US Census, 1990, 2000)

In the 2004 North Country Region Housing Needs Assessment, North Country Council
estimated that in the Littleton Labor Market Area (see Appendix B), about 1,390 new
dwelling units would be needed over the course of this decade, including about 360 rental
units. It was estimated that about 780 Littleton area renter households with below median
incomes were paying more than 30% of their incomes on rent in 2000. This means they
were spending an amount on housing costs that did not leave enough for food,
transportation and other necessities. It was estimated that one hundred and ninety of these
households, about one-third, had residents over age 65. The number of renter households
in the Littleton Labor Market Area overpaying for housing is projected to be increasing to
890 in 2010, with the percentage of senior households staying the same. It was estimated
that about one quarter (390) of senior homeowners were paying more than 30% of their
incomes on housing costs; that figure was projected to increase to about 450 by 2010.

In this decade, building has been relatively slow, home prices have in general been higher
than in the previous decades, the vacancy rate has been low, and many available seasonal
homes have been converted to year-round use. The result in much of the state has been a
shortage of housing affordable to median income working families. Concern for this issue,
particularly in areas such as southern New Hampshire and the Upper Valley, where job
growth has continued, led to the passage of SB 342 in 2008 (RSA 674:58-61) requiring all
12

communities to ensure that local regulations “provide reasonable and realistic opportunities
for the development of workforce housing, including rental multi-family housing.” This
means that in the majority of town, zoning and subdivision regulations must not preclude
developing housing affordable to a median income household. In addition, some part of
town needs to be zoned to allow multi-family workforce housing of at least five units.

Tax Base: Since communities vary in their schedules for reassessments, and so their ratio
of assessed value to true market value, equalized valuation per capita is typically used when
discussing the tax base. The equalized value for Easton and its school district neighbors is
shown below for the years 1995, 2000 and 2004.

Equalized Valuation Per Person
1995

2000

2004

Easton

$109,167

$112,742

$200,482

Bethlehem

$45,123

$58,131

$96,945

Franconia

$109,180

$119,846

$231,187

Sugar Hill

$129,892

$140,562

$196,561

(Source: NH Office of Energy and Planning)

As shown, Easton’s tax base on a per capita basis is very similar to those of Franconia and
Sugar Hill, and all four towns experienced the disproportionate rise in real estate values in
the early part of this decade. Compared to state-wide figures, Easton ranked 202 out of 234
municipalities, where 1 represented the lowest per capita valuation and 234 the highest.

2.2 Natural, Scenic, Cultural and Historic Resources

The town’s natural and scenic resources are important to the community’s year-round
residents as well as visitors to the town and region. The quiet valley with its dark night sky,
scenic views across open fields, large uninterrupted tracts of forestland on surrounding
hillsides, and abundant wildlife are central to the character of the community.

As shown on Map 1 in Appendix C, much of the town’s relatively level land that is not
wetland is prime agricultural soil. Although farmland was once abundant in Easton, today
only 211 acres are enrolled in the current use program as agricultural land. Some open
13

lands have been built upon and others have reverted to forest. Agricultural land has many
important benefits to the community. Locally grown food has positive impacts on the local
economy and the environment, and may increase in importance as fossil fuels become
scarce and transportation costs rise. Many wildlife species also have habitat needs that
must be met through a combination of open land and forest. In addition, many of the scenic
viewpoints in town, especially those viewed from the main roads, depend on the open
meadow foreground. Where fields have reverted to forest, views have been obstructed. In
other fields, development has reduced the quality of the view. For that which is still open,
and particularly for land with prime agricultural soils, it is important to plan future
development in a manner which leaves the opportunity for local agriculture open to future
generations. This can be accomplished with a combination of conservation and site planning
techniques such as concentrating development in the wooded edges of property with open
fields.

Site planning and design techniques are also available for reducing the impact of hillside
and ridgeline development on scenic views. Innovative Land Use Planning Techniques – A
Handbook for Sustainable Development developed by New Hampshire’s regional planning
commissions with support from NHDES, contains guidelines and a model ordinance to
reduce the visual impacts of development. These design guidelines include:
 limiting the area to be cleared for development and for a view from that development;
 use of natural/neutral colors;
 minimizing reflective glass;
 use of low level indirect lighting;
 siting below the ridgeline;
 use of natural landforms and existing vegetation to screen structures;
 minimize cut and fill;
 screen driveways; and
 siting to preserve important stands of trees.

Sugar Hill Road and Paine Road were designated as local scenic roads in 1977. This
means that a public hearing and written permission of the planning board are required prior
to road or utility work in the right of way that will require cutting trees over 15 inches in
circumference or removal of stone walls. The road agent can obtain permission to remove
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trees as needed to protect safety or property, and utilities can perform work as needed
during an outage.

New Hampshire’s important stratified drift aquifers have been mapped by N.H. Department
of Environmental Services and U.S. Department of the Interior Geological Survey. As shown
on Map 2 in Appendix C, a wide aquifer area extends through the valley of the Ham Branch
and its tributaries, along NH 116 all the way to the National Forest boundary, and east to
Paine Road. This aquifer serves private wells for existing development, and provides a
potential public water supply should one ever be needed. In addition, a smaller aquifer is
located north of NH 112 in the White Mountain National Forest west of the Wildwood area.
Land use must be managed carefully in these areas to ensure that activities do not occur
which could pose a threat to water quality. Some of the uses which are inappropriate over
an important aquifer include those which involve the production, sale, storage or
transportation of fuel oil, gasoline, or other hazardous substances; disposal, processing or
recycling of hazardous substances; septage lagoons; snow dumps; solid waste facilities;
storage of road salt or other de-icing chemicals; and vehicle service and repair shops.
Guidance on managing these and other land uses in aquifer areas is available in
NHDES/NHOEP Model Groundwater Protection Ordinance (revised June 2006).

Easton is in the Connecticut River watershed. Most of the northern two-thirds of the town
drains northerly via the Ham Branch into the Gale River, which joins the Ammonoosuc River
in Lisbon. The southern third of town drains into the Wild Ammonoosuc which flows westerly
into the Ammonoosuc River near Bath. (See Map 2 in Appendix C) There are also three
small ponds, none over ten acres in size, and others as created by beaver dams. Although
little data exist, surface water quality in Easton’s headwater tributaries is considered to be
quite high. Where testing has occurred as part of the state’s periodic state-wide
assessment, the Ham Branch, Slide Brook and Reel Brook were all considered to be high
enough quality for drinking water with adequate treatment. Sampling in 2008 on Black Brook
at Wildwood did show pH levels that could cause a serious impairment for aquatic life. The
cause was unknown.
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To maintain the high quality of Easton’s surface waters and its healthy aquatic ecosystems,
it is necessary to both keep human activities separated from the town’s rivers, brooks and
wetlands, and to maintain a vegetated buffer around these surface waters. Shoreline
vegetation and the layer of organic matter that builds up underneath it slow down
stormwater runoff and trap sediment and other pollutants before they reach the river or
brook. Vegetation also provides for necessary shade for aquatic species and slows the
advance of some harmful invasive species. Following a thorough review of available
research and consultation with natural resource professionals and state and federal
regulators, New Hampshire experts recommended a minimum naturally vegetated buffer
width of 100 feet for removal of pollutants and some of the needs of wildlife (Buffers for
Wetlands and Surface Waters: A Guidebook for New Hampshire Communities, Chase,
Deming, and Latawiec, 1997). The 100 foot width had been shown to be associated with
60% or better removal rate for pollutants. Shoreline buffers are important for both open
water such as ponds, brooks and rivers, and for wetlands. It should be noted that sensitive
habitat areas and many wildlife species require larger buffers. In Easton, the state
Comprehensive Shoreline Protection Act only provides protection for a portion of the Wild
Ammonoosuc.
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Inadequate stormwater management has increasingly been identified as the primary cause
of water quality deterioration associated with human activity. Like many communities,
Easton’s requirements are out-of-date and provide inadequate protection for water quality. It
is now understood that it is best to both reduce the amount of stormwater runoff and return
as much of it as possible to the ground on-site. This maintains groundwater infiltration and
prevents sediments and other pollutants from being carried to nearby water courses. In
addition to increased pollutant load, stormwater impacts on surface water include higher
temperatures, changes to fisheries, more frequent high flows during wet weather – more
frequent and severe flooding – and lower flows during dry weather. The resulting erosion of
stream banks and channels causes further deterioration of the habitat.

Although there have not been large developments with large amounts of parking lot runoff
for example, it is important to prevent small incremental impacts as well. To prevent these
cumulative negative impacts of development on surface water quality and habitat, it is
necessary to keep land disturbance to the minimum area and time necessary, and to slow
down stormwater and treat it on-site. Performance-based regulations requiring best
management practices (BMPs) are recommended to address stormwater runoff. This is
particularly important in Easton’s steep slopes and higher elevations, where soils are
shallow and easily eroded.

Examples of site planning and development BMPs include:


Disturb only the vegetation absolutely necessary for the construction activities.



Minimize soil compaction – use smallest equipment practical and avoid parking
heavy equipment on areas that will be used for infiltration.



Plan development so it follows the natural contours as much as possible.



Minimize cut and fill.



Limit contiguous area of disturbance.



Aerate and revegetate areas exposed by construction.



Maintain existing site hydrology.

Other BMPs have been developed to reduce the pollutant load of stormwater and maintain
groundwater recharge. Innovative Land Use Planning Techniques (NHDES, NHARPC,
NHOEP, NHMA, October 2008) contains guidelines for stormwater management during and
after construction. BMPs specific to logging operations are also published by the state.
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Kinsman Mountain was ranked as some of the state’s most important habitat in N.H. Fish
and Game’s Wildlife Action Plan. This area is within the White Mountain National Forest. In
addition, some of Easton’s lowland areas including stream corridors and wetlands were
among the highest ranked habitat in the biological region. Upland areas on the western side
of town were considered to be important supporting habitat. See Map 3 in Appendix C.
Understanding of the importance of wildlife corridors and ability to identify them has
improved in recent years with the development of the Wildlife Action Plan.

Guidance is available on how to incorporate consideration of wildlife into the siting and
design of development. Innovative Land Use Planning Techniques – A Handbook for
Sustainable Development contains a checklist for review of subdivisions and site plans that
could be used to provide guidance to the Planning Board and developers. Criteria
addressed in the checklist include specifics on:


Directing development away from rare and critical habitats.



Maintaining buffers between human activities and important habitats.



Preserving wildlife corridors.



Maintaining the structure and function of aquatic systems.



Minimizing clearing, grading, and compaction of soil during construction.



Protection of stands of mature trees.



Providing native plantings.



Managing activities to minimize human-wildlife conflicts.

N.H. Fish and Game’s Wildlife Action Plan also provides recommendations applicable to
land use planning.

Easton has an active Conservation Commission working with other partners such as the
White Mountain National Forest to address natural resource issues in town. The town
allocates 100% of the land use change tax to a land use reserve fund. Conservation
priorities identified in the 1991 Master Plan remain priorities today:


Remaining farmland



Ham Branch



Wetlands along Ham Branch



Wetlands at NH 112/116



Mud Pond
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The current use program (RSA 79-A) assists those who wish to keep their land in
agricultural or forest use by ensuring that their property taxes will be based on productive
use of the land rather than the land’s development potential. Two-thirds of the privately
owned land in Easton is in the current use program.

In 2006 the area known as the Village of Wildwood (intersection of Tunnel Brook Road and
NH 112) was designated as a New Hampshire Historical Site (NH Marker number 200).
Wildwood was a farming community in the early 1800s. Later, during the Great Depression,
it hosted New Hampshire’s first CCC camp. At the turn of the 20th century, Wildwood
reached its peak of development. As a center for the “slash and run” logging of Mount
Moosilauke, Wildwood had a school, a post office, and sawmills. West of here was a dam
used in the drives that moved logs down the Wild Ammonoosuc River, from the mountains
to the mills.

Through a survey of town residents, the following list was compiled of existing buildings with
historic value and sites of former structures including homesteads of early and important
settlers:


Former Helen Young House and property – Charles A Young mill was located on the
Ham Branch near the present house.



Former Union Society Church (Meeting House).



Former site of Mormon’s homes.



Sites of Young post office and store in the vicinity of the town hall and fire station.



Kinsman and Ball cemeteries.



Former Jonathan Tuttle home – site of one of the area’s earliest settlers.



Former home sites along Jericho Trail, which used to be the road to Landaff.

2.3 Infrastructure

Transportation:

Highways
In New Hampshire public highways are divided into what are called “legislative classes.”
These classes determine responsibility for maintenance and state aid to towns. Class II,
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State Aid Highways consist of highways on the secondary state highway system. In Easton
those are NH 116, NH 112, and Sugar Hill Road. Class V roads are those which the town
has a duty to maintain. According to NHDOT data (September 2008) there are
approximately three times as many miles of state-maintained highway in Easton as townmaintained (14.1 miles Class II compared to 4.6 miles Class V). In addition, NHDOT data
show approximately 6.7 miles of private road and 3.8 miles of federal road maintained by
the White Mountain National Forest.

Public ways which have been discontinued or have not been maintained by the town for
year-round travel for five or more years are Class VI highways (RSA 229:5 VI and VII). State
law (RSA 674:41) provides that no permit can be issued for building on a Class VI road or
private road not approved by the Planning Board unless the Selectboard votes to issue
permits on that section of road and the applicant has filed a waiver of the town’s
responsibility for maintenance and liability for damages with the Registry of Deeds. The law
also provides for the Selectboard to provide the Planning Board with an opportunity for
review and comment. To ensure that relevant issues are discussed and considered by the
two boards ahead of time, and that all applications are evaluated against the same criteria,
some towns have adopted a Class VI road policy. Although there is not yet a formal Class VI
road policy in Easton, the Selectboard’s practice has been to deny permits for building on
Class VI roads when there have been life safety issues.

20

In terms of function, NH 112 in Easton is classified as a major collector, and NH 116 and
Sugar Hill Road are classified as minor collectors. NH 112, west of NH 116, had an annual
average daily traffic volume of 830 vehicles per day in 2008. NH 116, north of NH 112, had
310 vehicles per day, and Sugar Hill Road had 210 vehicles per day. Despite relatively low
traffic volumes, high accident rates are a concern on several stretches of Easton’s
highways. NHDOT reports that high accident rates on both NH 116 in the southern half of
town and on Sugar Hill Road north of NH 116 warrant further investigation. In addition, the
accident rate on NH 112/116, although not extremely high, warranted further investigation
over time.

Other Modes of Transportation
Airports commonly used for long-distance travel are Boston (3 hours), Manchester (2 hours),
Montreal (3 hours), Burlington (2 ½ hours) and Lebanon (1 + hours). Nearby Franconia
Airport is used mainly by the Franconia Soaring Association and the Franconia Inn. Its turf
runway is not open in the winter.

Inter-city bus service is provided by Concord Trailways between Franconia and major points
south, including Concord and Boston. There is no local fixed route public transportation. A
network of human service, health care and volunteers meet some of the transportation
needs of the nondriving population in the area.

The closest Amtrak service is the Montrealer running on the Boston and Maine line from
New York / New Haven up along Interstate 91. The closest stop is White River Junction,
Vermont, an hour and a half to the south. Train service is also available from Boston.

Water and Sewer: Easton is entirely dependent on private wells and on-site septic
systems. Proper spacing, siting, design and routine maintenance by homeowners are
required to prevent contamination of ground and surface waters and ensure continued high
quality drinking water.
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Schools: Easton is part of the Lafayette Regional School District that serves grades K – 6
students from Easton, Franconia and Sugar Hill, New Hampshire. In 2009 there are a total
of 108 students enrolled at the Lafayette Regional School in Franconia.

Easton also belongs to the Profile School District, a regional junior high and senior high
school system that serves grades 7 – 12 students from the towns of Bethlehem, Easton,
Franconia, and Sugar Hill, New Hampshire. Grades 7 – 8 attend Profile Junior High School
and 8 – 12 the Profile High School, both in Bethlehem. At this time there are approximately
300 students.

Both school districts are part of the White Mountain Administrative Unit #35, with offices in
nearby Littleton.

Easton's cost per pupil has been a growing concern in town and some residents would like
the town to consider other options. Important considerations will be the process and cost of
making a change, and the important role of a school as one foundation of
a sense of community.

Solid Waste: In the past few decades, the amount of space available in existing landfills
has become very limited, state and federal environmental protection requirements have
increased, and disposal costs have risen dramatically. To enable collaboration on these
issues pursuant to RSA 53-B, Easton joined with seventeen other area communities to form
the Pemi-Baker Solid Waste District in 1989. District membership enables, for example,
negotiation of disposal and hauling contracts as a District rather than individual towns. For
the last several years, Easton has had a cooperative agreement with Franconia and Sugar
Hill by which the three towns operate the Tri-town Transfer Station in Franconia. The waste
is hauled to Casella landfill in Bethlehem. The contract is due to expire in a few years. The
towns have been voluntarily recycling glass, aluminum cans, and newspapers utilizing bins
at the Franconia facility since the early 1980’s, and around 1991 added bins for steel cans,
corrugated cardboard, and certain plastic containers. A pay as you throw system was also
instituted in 1999. The result has been a recycling rate as high as 42%. Through
participation in the District, Easton residents have also had access to area household
hazardous waste collections and recycling programs for special wastes such as paint,
fluorescent light bulbs, and electronics.
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Town Hall/Library: The current Town Hall was built in 1935. The building is two stories,
with a basement and small attic space. On the main floor is the original meeting hall with a
capacity for about 120 people and a kitchen. The kitchen is often used for dinners for the
town and other organizations. The meeting room is used for Town Meeting and voting. It is
also available for rent for private and nonprofit group functions. The new wing, built in 2002,
provided for office space and a smaller meeting room used by local boards and
organizations.

The town library is located on the second floor of the Town Hall. The quarters are quite
small, and the library is open only limited hours. Many residents use the Abbie Greenleaf
Library in nearby Franconia. Franconia’s library is open six days each week and nonresident
library cards are available for a small fee. Endowments and donations have enabled
modernizations such as wireless internet access and a searchable on-line catalog linked
with the state’s public library system.

Fire/Emergency Medical: In the early 1990’s the town changed from contractual fire
protection services with Franconia and Sugar Hill to the establishment of a volunteer fire
department. The construction of a two-bay station next to the Town Hall was completed in
the late fall of 1990. Two fire trucks were also obtained – a tanker and an engine/pumper.
With the equipment and volunteers, Easton now qualifies as a member of the Twin State
Mutual Aid Fire Association, and receives support from and provides support to other
member neighboring towns as necessary to fight fires. The Franconia Fast Squad and Ross
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Ambulance from Littleton provide emergency medical transportation. Dispatching for fire and
emergency medical for Twin State is handled by the Grafton County Sheriff’s Department.

The availability and development of water supplies for fire fighting is an issue being
addressed through the town’s multi-hazard mitigation plan with assistance from North
Country Council and a separate water resources plan being developed with the assistance
of North Country Resource Conservation and Development. Implementation of these plans
will require a collaborative effort among town boards, landowners and the fire department.
New developments can be required to provide their own pond or cistern, and dry hydrant.

Cemetery: The town-owned Kinsman
Cemetery on Paine Road is adequate to
provide for the town’s needs for the
foreseeable future.

Recreation: Easton is fortunate to have the
recreational facilities of the White Mountain National
Forest in its midst including the Wildwood
Campground and several hiking trails. The hiking trails
include:
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Mt. Kinsman Trail which leads up to the Kinsman Ridge Trail. (The Kinsman
Ridge Trail south of the junction with the Mt. Kinsman Trail is a portion of the
Appalachian Trail.)



Reel Brook Trail which also leads up to the Ridge south of the peaks.



Beech Hill Trail which extends from the Reel Brook area to NH 112 in
Wildwood.



Jericho Trail which extends toward Landaff up Cooley Hill.

Bald Knob and the Kinsman Flume are popular destinations accessed by the Mt. Kinsman
Trail. The trailhead was relocated in 2009 as recommended in Easton’s previous master
plan. Several informal trail networks provide additional opportunities for mountain biking,
hiking and cross-country skiing. Local swimming holes are important in summer months,
particularly Slippery Rock on the Ham Branch off of the Loop Road and across from Town
Hall. (These are currently in private ownership.) The Ham Branch and Wild Ammonoosuc
are also used by anglers.

Utilities: Public Service Company of NH serves the northeast portion of town and the New
Hampshire Electric Cooperative supplies power to the rest of town. Television viewers have
access to satellite television services for TV and if desired, for internet. The region’s cell
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phone service is continuing to improve. Some residents also have access to broadband via
the Verizon tower.

Health Care: The Littleton Regional Hospital provides the majority of hospital care for
residents and is located 16 miles to the north. Many physicians, chiropractors, dentists,
therapists, and family health clinics have offices in Littleton. Cottage Hospital in Woodsville
is 18 miles to the west. There are also several medical offices in Franconia, as well as a
nursing home – Genesis’ Lafayette Center. Area residents are fortunate to have specialized
medical care available at Dartmouth Hitchcock Medical Center (1 ¼ hour southwest) rather
than having to travel to Boston.
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Chapter 3. LAND USE

3.1 Historical Perspective

Reflecting on the town’s past, seeing how the community has evolved through the years,
adds to our perspective on the issues of our time. The town’s history, Looking Back at
Easton, wonderfully documents the early settlement, the livelihoods and the pressing issues
of different generations, and the flavor of community life.

It actually took nearly 100 years for Easton to be established as a town due to vague and
overlapping surveys, uncharted areas, and very few early settlers. Easton was originally a
part of Lincoln, referred to as Lincoln Gore. From the time of Landaff’s incorporation in 1774
until 1867 the community was known as Eastern Landaff. In 1867, after years of disputes
and confusion, the state legislature approved the split from Landaff, and Easton was created
with the boundaries as we know them today.

The last half of the nineteenth century was the community’s busiest period to date with the
greatest number of residents, mills and businesses. The number of residents at the time of
the first census in 1880 was 302. The population reportedly peaked prior to that with 415
people in 1860. Old foundations throughout town reflect a distribution of homes and farms
that was once broader than today’s. Some of today’s trails follow the path of roads that once
went to Lincoln, Woodstock and Landaff. The Town Hall is located in what was once the
most bustling part of Easton. The area along Route 116 from the northern Loop Road to the
Ham Branch Bridge contained sawmills, a blacksmith shop, a brickyard, starch factories, a
store and a post office.
Growth and development were driven by both farming and logging.

Farming was a major economic activity – the main crops were wheat, rye, oats, barley, and
corn, as well as potatoes which were made into starch at local factories. Dairy farms and
sheep raising were also important. Logging and lumbering were growing in importance.

The state began selling off forest land to private companies in 1810. In 1867 large tracts
were sold by the state, boosting New Hampshire’s logging industry. Between 1870 and 1910
sawmills were a common sight in Easton; there were once as many as eight sawmills
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utilizing the abundant softwoods and hardwoods. Products included clapboards, shingles,
and shoe pegs. Spruce oil distilleries were also built to further take advantage of the
plentiful spruce trees. The Wildwood section in the southern part of town thrived for a short
period due to the massive logging in the Moosilauke area. Eventually, larger paper
companies bought up smaller ones, and, as paper mill demand from around the Northeast
increased, the harvest of pulpwood increased. Public outcry about irresponsible logging
practices and the resulting fires and impacts on the rivers of the east led to federal purchase
of some of these forestlands. The White Mountain National Forest, officially established in
1918, began with the purchase of 7,000 acres in neighboring Benton in 1914. Eventually
about two-thirds of the land in Easton became federally-owned.

New opportunities elsewhere for the younger generation and declining value of local farm
produce compared to the Midwest and West led to a decline in local agriculture and loss of
the businesses supported by it. The economies and technology of paper mills were also
changing and local mills declined in importance. A gradual decline in population resulted.
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Farmland reverted to shrubs and trees, and many of the original large lots were divided and
sold.

Town residents, with much improved roads and communication, began to rely on larger
towns such as Franconia, Littleton, and Lincoln for shopping, schools, and many services.
Later, Easton, like many of our neighboring towns, became desirable as a seasonal home
community.

3.2 Land Use Today and Development Trends

The total land area of Easton is about 19,936 acres, with the White Mountain National
Forest encompassing approximately 13,707 acres, or 69%. The White Mountain National
Forest brings a number of activities to the town in addition to silviculture, such as hiking,
camping, maple sugaring, and of course has the added benefits of watershed protection.
Downstream, the Ammonoosuc serves as the public water supply for Woodsville.

Easton’s privately owned lands are also predominantly forest. Of 6,229 acres that is not in
the WMNF, two-thirds (4,159 acres) is enrolled in the current use program, most of it as
forest land.

Commercial agricultural has not been a significant part of the town’s economy for several
decades. Only 211 acres were enrolled in the current use program as farmland in 2008.
However many residents enjoy the opportunity a rural community provides to conduct
agricultural activities on a small-scale.

The town’s privately owned forests and fields are increasingly being converted to residential
use. Development is concentrated around the main roads and is also occurring on private
roads reaching into the town’s forested slopes.
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Although at a rate much slower than the growth boom of the 80’s, the number of homes in
Easton has continued to increase in recent decades. The number of year-round homes
reported in the 2000 Census was 117 compared to 91 in 1990. Two major subdivisions
totaling ten lots have been approved since 2000. Even this incremental growth has the
potential to impact relatively large acreages due to the pattern of dispersed large lots. It
should also be noted that, in additional to seasonal homes, the same population today
means a greater number of homes than when Easton was at its peak, due to smaller
household sizes today. Development pressure on level former farmlands along the town’s
main roads remains high, as does pressure on the higher elevation sites with their views.
New septic system technologies are opening up for development lands previously
considered to be unbuildable.

Nonresidential uses in town consist primarily of home occupations, with a handful of other
small businesses such as a bed and breakfast or gift shop. A summer tennis camp, with
facilities on both sides of the road, has the most visible commercial-type impacts with people
crossing Route 116, a parking area and occasional parking along the road. However, the
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activity is limited to a season which runs about three months from late May to late August.
Over the past decade, there has been an increase in the number of home occupations in
town, though impacts such as traffic, noise, and parking issues are considered minimal.

3.3 Development Limitations

Slopes are an important consideration in Easton. As shown on Map 4 in Appendix C, much
of the town’s privately owned land is over 15% slope and so requires special consideration
when siting development to ensure erosion and sedimentation does not occur during or after
development. Slopes over 25% are not suitable for development due to the high potential for
erosion and sedimentation and unsuitableness for onsite septic disposal.

Life safety issues are an important consideration when planning Easton’s future land use.
Response times are affected by road condition as well as distance, and condition is in turn
affected by grade and drainage issues. The Easton Fire Department Chief and Emergency
Management Director have recommended that driveway grades be limited to 15% or less to
ensure that equipment can navigate icy conditions.

Much of the level land in town is wetland, poorly drained soils, or subject to flooding. These
areas are unsuitable for development due to water quality and health issues as well as
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potential for structural damage. In addition, loss of flood storage area in one place leads to
increased flooding someplace else.

3.4 Existing Regulations

The Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance provides for a minimum lot size of three acres, and a
density of one dwelling unit per three acres, throughout the community. Permitted uses
include residential (single family and duplex), churches, agriculture and home occupations.
Certain additional uses are allowed by special exception. These include public utilities,
municipal buildings, noncommercial recreation, bed and breakfasts, antique/gift shops,
home occupations, and small day care or group home. The Zoning Ordinance places some
restrictions on home occupations, signs and lighting, and provides for telecommunications
facilities.

An Aquifer Protection District manages land uses over high potential stratified drift aquifers
to ensure toxic and hazardous materials do not contaminate the town’s important
groundwater resources. In addition, a Flood Hazard Zone protects the community from the
health, safety, financial and environmental impacts of development in the floodplain. The
Zoning Ordinance protects the town’s wetlands from most development activities with a
Wetlands Conservation District, and provides that wetlands can form no more than 25% of
the 3 acre minimum lot size. In addition, new lots must have at least one acre of contiguous
land that is neither wetland nor over 25% slope. However, development on steep slopes in
permitted.

Both the Planning Board and Zoning Board of Adjustment have implemented the town’s land
use controls conscientiously and fairly, allowing only reasonable waivers, variances and
exceptions as provided for in the ordinance or regulation. It is critical that this careful
consideration continue as the town’s ordinances and regulations are only as good as the
enforcement of them.

3.5 Build-out Analysis Results

One of the first steps in this master plan update project was a build-out analysis. A build-out
analysis is simply an analysis of existing zoning to see how much additional development
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the town is zoned for. In other words, if all land was developed at the highest density
allowed under current zoning, how big could our town become? The results showed that
current zoning allows for over 1,700 dwelling units compared with the 187 counted in the
2000 Census. (See Map 5 in Appendix C for distribution of these potential dwelling units.)
While a different approach may produce a figure somewhat lower or higher, it is clear that
the town is currently zoned for a future much different than the vision of residents. The
complete build-out report is included in Appendix D.

3.6 Future Land Use

Future development needs to be carefully planned to ensure that rural sprawl does not
destroy the same natural and scenic resources that are drawing residents and visitors to the
area. The high quality of the region’s natural and scenic resources has been recognized by
economic leaders as a critical foundation of the North Country economy. The town’s
remaining easily developed open lands along main roads are also key to the scenic qualities
of the town. Residential development on steeper slopes further into the forest threaten water
and forest resources, wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities. The results of the buildout analysis showed the community that the current zoning will eventually lead to a level of
development away from main roads that is not desired by residents, and that could threaten
health and safety due to the lack of facilities and services in town, and the difficulty of
providing them to remote areas. Whereas a larger minimum lot size would lead to more loss
of forest, field and habitat, a lower permitted density of development instead, in many areas
of town, would be more compatible with the community’s vision for the future, with resource
protection and with public health and safety.

Careful subdivision and site planning can go a long way toward ensuring that landowners’
interested in developing their property can do so in a manner compatible with community
objectives. Innovative land use tools such as lot size averaging and conservation
subdivisions enable development to occur within the framework of the town’s resource
protection priorities. Lot size averaging entails zoning for maximum density rather than
minimum lot size. Minimum lot sizes are instead determined by that required for sustainable
on-site septic and water supply. Unlike a typical clustering ordinance that only applies to
major subdivisions, lot size averaging can be applied to minor subdivisions as well to keep
fields, forest or important habitat areas such as wetlands intact. A conservation subdivision
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is this same concept applied to a major subdivision. In any case, the process should start
with a mapping of the important resources on the site, and home sites identified as the
following step, rather than the traditional subdivision planning process where these steps
occur in the reverse order.

(Source: “Lot Size Averaging: One Size Does Not Fit All,” Innovative Land Use Planning
Techniques, NHDES, NHARPCs, NHOEP, NHMA, October 2008)

Minor changes in local land use regulations can make substantial impacts on the ability of
the elderly, the disabled, and young families to remain in the community. “In-law”
apartments, whether an actual apartment in or attached to the main house, or a detached
unit such as a manufactured home or garage or barn converted to living space, can provide
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an opportunity for extended families to assist each other, or for an elderly or disabled
resident to both receive income from their property and have the assistance of someone
else living on-site. As Easton’s zoning ordinance is reviewed for compliance with the
workforce housing law, it will be important to look for opportunities to also make changes
like that that might be appropriate for a small town like Easton.

Some nonresidential uses are compatible with Easton’s rural character. These include
businesses that complement the community’s efforts to protect the high quality natural
resources, including water resources, scenic resources, the dark night sky, and wildlife
habitat; that support local agriculture and silviculture; and that do not increase traffic on the
town’s rural highways. This includes camps; certain tourist businesses with a low volume of
traffic, such as antiques, books or an art studio; sale of locally grown products, or items
made from locally grown products; small retail serving primarily guests; and passive
nonmotorized recreation. Home business is a normal part of the rural atmosphere, but
should not impact on neighbors with noise, light, unsightly outdoor storage, or traffic. With
the same consideration, energy generation for on-site use is also consistent with the rural
character of the town.

In addition to considerations regarding the location and density of development, good siting
and design can also increase the compatibility of a development with natural resource
protection goals and compatibility with the character of the community. Some of these
guidelines were discussed or referenced in Section 2.2. Natural, Scenic, Cultural and
Historic Resources. These included:


conservation of prime agricultural soils



hillside and ridgeline development



groundwater protection



shorelines and wetland buffers



stormwater management best management practices



incorporating considerations for wildlife



conservation of prime agricultural soils
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In addition to these guidelines for site planning, proper design of outdoor lighting is also
important for maintaining an essential element of Easton’s community character – the dark
night sky. Some of the lighting design issues are glare, over lighting, light trespass, and
skyglow. “Glare” refers to lighting fixtures that shine a portion of the light into individuals’
eyes rather than onto the object or area to be illuminated. Glare can impair vision and cause
safety problems. In addition to causing glare, overlighting negatively impacts the character
of the area and wastes energy. “Light trespass” refers to light falling on a neighboring
property because a fixture emits too much light at high angles or projects light too far.
“Skyglow” is light pollution which is visible miles away due to reflection off of atmospheric
particles. In the winter, snow adds to the skyglow. Some good sources of information for the
Planning Board to draw on when developing local regulations and reviewing site plans are
NH Office of Energy and Planning’s Technical Bulletin on Outdoor Lighting (Summer 2001)
and “Preserving Dark Skies” in Innovative Land Use Planning Techniques – A Handbook for
Sustainable Development (NHDES, NHARPCs, NHOEP, NHMA, October 2008).
Technology and standards in this area are continuing to evolve so it will be important to
maintain up-to-date knowledge and requirements.
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Special land uses such as telecommunications towers and wind farms pose special
challenges for small communities like Easton. In many cases federal and state regulations
preempt local control. It is important for the town to participate proactively and to have a
strong voice in state and federal review processes. Proposals should be consistent with the
town’s goals, with careful attention to mitigation of negative impacts.

In New Hampshire RSA 36:54-58 provides for planning board input into proposed
developments in the area which have a potential for regional impacts (“DRIs”). Examples
would include not only proposed development near Easton’s borders, but also that which
would increase traffic on Easton’s roads or change seasonal patterns, cause skyglow visible
in Easton, share an aquifer, or increase use of shared school or solid waste facilities. The
“DRI” statute enables neighboring communities and the regional planning commission to
provide testimony regarding these potential regional impacts and propose mitigation
strategies.
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Chapter 4. POLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE
POLICIES
Managed Growth
The low density residential pattern in Easton should be continued. It is supported by the
limited number of sites in town with soil and slope characteristics suitable for on-site septic
systems and water supply, home construction, roads and driveways; lack of town facilities
and services; and the importance of a high quality environment with abundant woodland and
open fields to community character.
Transparency and Balance
The Planning Board's policy is to promote community participation in the process of land use
planning and subsequent implementation steps so that they reflect the desires of an
informed public, and to try to balance individual landowner interests with those of the
collective community by managing inevitable growth and change to minimize negative
impacts.
Protection of Natural Resources
Easton's natural resources are one of the town's most important assets. Elements treasured
by residents include specific features such as views, open fields, forests, wildlife, and
wetlands, and how these features combine to create a dramatic landscape, where residents
coexist with wildlife in virtually intact habitat. The Planning Board’s policy is to develop and
amend land use regulations so that growth occurs in the context of these natural systems.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
Land Use and Natural Resource Protection
Consider lowering the allowed overall density of development in areas with poor soils and
steep slopes to a level more consistent with development capability, and in remote areas of
town to a level more consistent with the distance to services.
Develop and adopt zoning and subdivision regulation amendments which would enable
greater Planning Board influence and flexibility over the layout of a proposed development.
This would include requirements that homes and accessways are placed away from
important natural features, provide minimal interruption to open spaces and viewscapes
important to the community, and are away from important wildlife corridors.
Prohibit development on slopes steeper than 25%, and ensure that best management
practices for preventing erosion and sedimentation are implemented on slopes over 15%.
Prohibit roads and driveways with steep slopes and/or steep drop-offs along the sides. In
addition to erosion and sedimentation, these pose a potential threat to the health and safety
of drivers, including area volunteers in winter when emergency vehicles must traverse icy
slopes.
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Enable Planning Board influence in the siting and screening of homes built on slopes and
ridge tops that are important to the community character in their current relatively
undisturbed state.
Ensure the protection of wetlands and other surface waters through separation of human
activities from shorelines and maintenance of vegetated buffers.
Ensure the protection of the quality and quantity of groundwater supplies for the next
generation of residents to be served by onsite wells. This includes review of the town’s
aquifer protection ordinance to ensure it is up-to-date.
Ensure that all development incorporates best management practices (BMPs) for
stormwater management.
Continue to prohibit development and other loss of flood storage in wetlands and other
mapped flood storage areas.
Incorporate wildlife habitat protection guidelines into the land development review process.
Incorporate lighting guidelines in local ordinances and regulations to ensure continuation of
the dark night skies.
Residential Development
Provide opportunity for workforce and multi-family housing as defined in RSA 674:58-61 (SB
342).
Any multifamily housing built in Easton should be designed in a style consistent with a rural
community, be as close as possible to emergency services, and provide a fire pond or
cistern adequate for fire suppression.
Consider relaxing the minimum lot size for duplexes to increase opportunities for the elderly,
disabled and young families to remain in Easton.
Ensure that residents continue to be able to earn a living through home occupations or
home businesses with reasonable restrictions to prevent negative impacts on the
neighborhood.
Nonresidential Land Uses
Consider amending the zoning to move toward more of a performance based approach for
businesses. This would mean limits on the impacts themselves, e.g. the number of
employees, daily vehicular traffic, hours of operation, outside storage and signs, and
ensuring noise levels do not exceed those of a rural residential neighborhood.
Support agriculture and forestry using best management practices.
Continue an awareness of both current and evolving energy sources consistent with the
Master Plan land use and natural resource protection recommendations.
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Enforcement
Continue strict enforcement of local land use regulations and planning board conditions of
approval.
Require performance guarantees and inspection fees for subdivision roads and other
improvements required by the planning board such as fire ponds, cisterns and dry hydrants
(pipes with fittings to which a pumper truck can attach to draw water from a pond or stream).
Town Finances
Develop a capital improvement program (CIP) and consider the consistency of the needs of
proposed subdivisions with the CIP when reviewing subdivision applications.
Require all developers to pay their fair share of improvements that will be required as a
result of their project.
Conservation and Recreation
Continue to work with the White Mountain National Forest and other partners and
landowners to provide low impact recreation opportunities compatible with the rural
character of the town and with natural resource goals.
Work collaboratively with federal and state agencies and nonprofits when habitat protection
and recreation priorities overlap to multiply the impact of local conservation dollars.
Continue to allocate 100% of the land use change tax to local conservation projects.
Encourage the conservation of open fields for their important contribution to the character of
the community, their importance as a component of diverse habitat, and the ability of future
generations to grow food. Fields with prime agricultural soils and those which support scenic
views should be the highest priority.
Enforce the town’s scenic road ordinance.
Facilities
Work with NHDOT to monitor and understand causes of the high accident rates on NH 116
and Sugar Hill Road, and ensure that when the issues are addressed it is in a manner
compatible with the rural character of the community and with natural resource protection
goals.
The Selectboard and Planning Board should work together to develop and adopt a Class VI
road policy providing guidelines for the issuance of building permits on Class VI roads.
Considerations should include the condition of the road, conditions of connecting roads,
effects on/availability of services, and consistency with the master plan.

Require proper design and construction of new subdivision roads, and strong covenants to
ensure successful private maintenance by current and future owners.
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Participate in regional efforts to better meet the transportation needs of the region’s
nondriving population.
Provide homeowner education on the proper care of septic systems and wells to ensure
continued high quality water supply.
Explore the costs and benefits of various K-12 educational options.
Continue to promote recycling and to coordinate with area towns on solid waste disposal
options.
Explore the possibility of changing the status of the library.
Implement the town’s multi-hazard mitigation plan and associated water resource plan,
including the recommendation that new development be required to provide their own fire
pond or cistern and dry hydrant.
Support regional efforts to provide high speed internet access when they are compatible
with preservation of the scenic environment that is the North Country's most important
economic development asset.
Easton's Role in the Region
Implement the “DRI” (developments with potential regional impact) statute, including by
providing comments on proposed developments in neighboring communities regarding
potential impacts on Easton and working with North Country Council to suggest mitigation
measures.
Continue to participate in regional planning and economic development activities.
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APPENDIX A-1

Easton, NH
Master Plan Revision Survey
2006
1. Please describe the reasons why you live in Easton.

2. Please check the box that most accurately reflects your opinion respecting each
of the following statements:
MASTER PLAN
Strongly
No
Strongly
REVISION SURVEY
Agree
Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree
a. Town should control rate
of growth
b. Growth should occur with
little or no Town control or
regulation
c. Current intensity of
commercial activity is
appropriate
d. More intensive commercial
activity is appropriate
e. Current types of
commercial activities are
desirable
f. Additional types of
commercial activities are
desirable (See Question #10)
g. Minimum lot size of greater
than 3 acres is desirable
h. Minimum lot size of less
than 3 acres is desirable
i. Minimum lot size should
remain at 3 acres
j. A mixture of lot sizes in
different areas of Town is
desirable
k. A mixture of housing
densities is desirable
l. Duplex housing may be
appropriate in certain areas
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MASTER PLAN
REVISION SURVEY
m. Multi-family housing may
be appropriate in certain
areas
n. Cluster housing
(concentrating all houses or a
development in one place,
while preserving overall ratio
of houses to acres) should be
considered (See Question #8)
o. The Town should consider
strategies for creating
affordable housing
p. To preserve its rural
nature, the Town should
purchase properties for
conservation
q. To preserve its rural
nature, the Town should
purchase development rights
for conservation
r. To preserve its rural
nature, the Town should
accept bequests of property
for conservation
s. The Town should become
involved in promoting high
speed internet access.

Strongly
Agree
Agree

No
Strongly
Opinion Disagree Disagree

3. If you favor changing minimum lot sizes, whether generally or in certain
instances, please explain why.

4. Please identify any special resources or qualities that should be protected and
preserved.
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5. Please indicate your view as how best to protect and preserve any such resource
or quality identified in your response to Question #4.

6. Please list any particular properties you consider worthy of special protection or
preservation.

7. Please indicate your opinion as how best to protect and preserve any such
properties identified in your response to Question #6.

8. Cluster housing is a land use planning and conservation device used as a means
of preventing scattered development and promoting the more efficient construction
and use of roads and utilities lines. In a 30 acre subdivision, for example, instead of
having one house on each of a maximum of ten three acre lots, to which a developer
is limited under Easton’s current zoning ordinance, he could instead provide for up to
10 houses to be placed around a common or village green in a small area, while
leaving the remainder of the 30 acres undevelopable forever, thereby promoting the
concepts of the community and neighborhood, while at the same time maximizing
open land and minimizing the need for road construction, maintenance and snow
removal. Please indicate your opinion pro or con upon such an alternative as an
available option, and not as a complete replacement, to the present one-house-perthree-acre minimum requirement.
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9. Please identify your greatest concern for the future of Easton.

10. If you favor additional types of commercial activities than all currently practiced
or allowed in Easton, please list them and explain why you believe them to be
desirable.

11. Please provide any other comments or ideas you may have that were not
addressed in any previous questions.

12. (Optional) Are you a full time resident, part time resident, or nonresident?
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APPENDIX A-2
Master Plan Survey - Summary of Written Responses
Q1- Please describe the reasons why you live in Easton.

Summary of Responses

Number

affordable to purchase houses

Specific Examples

4

privacy / nature

36

low taxes

10

convenient location

6

no commerce

2

strong zoning ordinance

2

close to I-93, shopping in Littleton

small rural community

26

good neighbors, friendly community,
traditional culture and values

recreation opportunities

18

hiking, fishing, biking, trails, hunting

Q3- If you favor changing the minimum lot sizes, whether generally or in a certain instances,
please explain why.

Summary of Responses

Number

smaller

Specific Examples

5

larger

24

same

13

should not be less than three

2
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for affordability, if it reduces sprawl,
if open space is put aside on
adjacent parcels
preserve privacy, slow growth,
encourage better houses, preserve
open space, ground water, 4ac lot
size

Additional Comments
Three acre lots encourage "cookie cutter" houses and housing patterns. Larger lots are
more conducive to better quality houses with more variety. Even now, very few
developments create lots of fewer than 5 acres.

To prevent the overbuilding taking place in other towns, we would like to see the
minimum lot size increased to five acres for future purchase.

Protection of ground water quality is essential. Must be long-term protection, reflecting
soils, slopes, rocky and ledge conditions and built-out areas all drawing water out of the
ground while putting wastewater, back in the ground. Think built out area, not just one or
small group of houses, to protect for future generations.
Minimum lot size of 3 acres appears to lead to subdivision for greatest profit and road frontage
requirements leads to this.

Q4- Please identify any special resources or qualities that should be protected and
preserved.

Summary of Responses

Number

route 116 as a bikeway

1

areas along river for public preserved

2

natural resources

29

water

7

hiking trails

2

farm land

6

level land at the end of Gibson Road

1

rural nature

6

access to WMNF

1

town hall/ historic buildings

4

Ham Branch

1

Slippery Rock

2

Paine Land`

3

open land

10

quality of life

1

land along Wild Ammo

1
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Specific Examples

trees, forest, views, ridgelines
rivers, ground water, public access
to streams and rivers, clean water
undeveloped, large tracts

town hall, meeting house

Q5- Please indicate your views as how to best protect and preserve any such resource
or quality identified in your response to Question #4.

Summary of Responses

Number

work with state to preserve scenic roads

1

Slippery Rock conservation easement

1

Ham Branch scenic river

1

regulations restricting private ownership of
river frontage

1

state / federal grants

3

town consider purchasing

5

large lot size to maintain rural character

3

additional property tax to fund purchases of
open space

2

capital reserve funds

1

national register of historic places

1

regulations

12

conservation easements

10

Specific Examples

on development, on percentage of
tract that can be clear cut, set
backs, enforcement of building
permit regulations, increase
frontage requirement

Additional Comments
By using forum and other means of communication, such as e-mail, newspapers, newsletters,
etc, as will as using volunteers to conduct studies, plan for the protection or preservation,
propose actions, gain consensus from the community, and implement the plan.
Identify areas and designate on Master Plan as having conservation value. Notify landowners
of different options to preserve open spaces. Conservation easements etc.
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Q6- Please list any particular properties you consider worthy of special protection or
preservation.

Summary of Responses

Number

Gerald Paines Property

5

Cooley Farm

4

Slippery Rock

2

barns / farm houses / farms

1

Tamarack, Darvid Farm, Miller
White, Whitcomb, historical barns

meeting house and town hall

6

historical buildings

Easton Trail

1

level land @ end of Gibson Road

1

swimming hole

1

ridge lines / summits

1

Cole Hill

1

natural resources

3

forest, wetlands, rivers, streams,
open space

open space

7

including forest lands, farm lands

wetlands and stream banks

1

WMNF

2

Gale River tributaries

1

Map 1 lot 50, 54, 55, 64 Map 4 Lot 24, 30,
Map 5 Lot 6,8,12,

1
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Specific Examples

prevent logging

Map 3, Lot 10,15

Q7- Please indicate your opinion as how best to protect and preserve any such
properties identified in your response to Question #6.

Summary of Responses

Number

Specific Examples

not sure

1

historical societies

2

grants

2

land owners donation for tax relief

1

town purchase

4

require permitting for logging
communication with WMNF respect to
logging

1

raise funds

2

build a conservation fund by
warrant, extra fees for subdivisions

easements

6

conservation

state LCHIP program

1

work with land owners to encourage
preservation

1

enforce regulations

1

education

1

1
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Q8- Cluster Housing - Please indicate your opinion pro or con upon such an alternative as an
available option, and not as a complete replacement, to the present one-house-per-three-acre
minimum requirement.

Summary of Responses

Number

valuable land use and conservation technique

12

concern about cookie cutter look and quality

Specific
Examples
would be great
for retirees,
reasonable
option

1

not in favor

19

support with restrictions

12

unsure

benefit to
developer not
town, concern
about water and
sewer demands
on the towns,
road demands
on the town
in a few
locations, street
reg, open space
remain a priority

2

Additional Comments
This may be a viable alternative to purchasing development rights. Create an overlay zone or
zones in the areas of the present remaining large tracts of privately owned level land and
designate them as cluster zones, with one houses per 3 acres no longer and option, but all
houses clustered together on one acre maximum lots.
Only supported this if: a.) s division is not visible from the road. B.) some restrictions on type of
buildings allowed are implemented -- ie must be of "local charter"
Much depends on the density allowed in the cluster what would set backs bee from road and
adjacent properties. Could cluster be along existing roads with undeveloped land in back, or must
housing be centered in the parcel with it's own access road? We would prefer 5 acre zoning in
cluster housing to be considered.
Cluster housing is a good option in towns that don't have protected "open" areas. The WMNF in
Easton is a huge protected space. Cluster housing in Easton should not be mandated.
Cluster concept is good if properly defined and regulated. 5 acre minimum with allowance to
cluster to 3 acres would be good with specific criteria on individual lot developments. The town
should never allow any density that would now or at any time require town or group utility
systems.
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Q9- Please identify your greatest concern for the future of Easton.

Summary of Responses

Number

Specific Examples

becoming unaffordable

3

upgrades in rt 116 increasing driving speed

1

heavy industry coming in

1

loss of rural identity

9

overdevelopment

38

keeping taxes affordable

6

utilization of town resources road maintenance / school
funding

1

increasing school tax

2

traffic

3

loss of natural resources

2

development of open space
Additional Comments

2

with a safe community in
mind
uncontrolled
development,
commercialization, too
many houses on rt 116

Windmill farms, Easton receives strong winds and with the large power line through town, perhaps
windmills would be appropriate.
Maintain it's rural charter and severely limiting growth. I do not want to see the town forced to
build schools and other local services in order to accommodate cluster neighborhoods.
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Q10- If you favor additional types of commercial activities than all currently practiced or
allowed in Easton, please list them and explain why you believe them to be desirable.

Summary of Responses

Number

anything that sells items made on premises

Specific Examples
12

small planned commercial district rt 116

5

not in favor

9

additional outdoor activities

1

wind farms

1

as is

1

small store

3

low impact

small country
grocery store

form of public transportation
1
Additional Comments
It would be nice to have a country store where one could purchase newspapers, stationary,
greeting cards and small necessities to save fuel. Also, we would welcome some form of public
transportation, such as a small bus or inexpensive taxi service.
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Q11- Please provide any other comments or ideas you may have that were not addresses in
any previous questions.

Summary of Responses

Number

Specific Examples

rt 116 speed limit decrease

1

town to address property damage by road water

1

fix easton / sugar hill road

1

each family dwelling should be allowed to have inlaw apt

1

solicit high speed internet / broadband

2

regulation regarding clear cutting

1

land set aside for conservation
Additional Comments
Impact of rapid development on town services, traffic control and enforcement is already almost
noon-existent, the state roads haven't been mowed due to lack of funding, we don't need this
happening to our town too.
We need to be very careful to encourage diversity in our future. As land values increase we have
the possibility of being and elitist community which will eliminate younger families and middle
income demographics from our population

Q12- Are you a full time resident, part time resident, or nonresident?

Summary of Responses

Number

non-resident

15

full time resident

40

part time resident

16
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Specific Examples
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APPENDIX B
LITTLETON LABOR MARKET AREA
Littleton Labor Market Area (NH portion) in 2004
This group of towns was used for the December 1, 2004 North Country Council North
Country Region Housing Needs Assessment.
Bath
Benton
Bethlehem
Carroll
Dalton
Easton
Franconia
Haverhill
Landaff
Lisbon
Littleton
Lyman
Monroe
Sugar Hill
Whitefield
Littleton Labor Market Area (NH portion) as published by NH ELMIB in 2005
Current labor statistics published by the state are based on this group of towns.
Bethlehem
Carroll
Dalton
Easton
Franconia
Jefferson
Kilkenny
Lancaster
Landaff
Lisbon
Littleton
Lyman
Monroe
Northumberland
Odell
Stratford
Sugar Hill
Whitefield
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APPENDIX C

MAPS
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APPENDIX D

BUILD-OUT ANALYSIS
FOR THE
TOWN OF EASTON
NEW HAMPSHIRE
AN ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL GROWTH AND
DEVELOPMENT BASED ON CURRENT ZONING
REGULATIONS AND AVAILABLE LAND

Analysis Conducted by:

The North Country Council, Inc.
107 Glessner Rd.
Bethlehem, NH 03574
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INTRODUCTION
In the fall of 2007 North Country Council Staff met with the Easton Planning
Board to discuss available assistance for an update to the Easton Master Plan.
As part of that discussion, it was determined that the town wished to better
understand the impacts of current zoning regulations on land development and
the role that conserved land and protected resource areas play in determining
future development opportunities. Additionally, the Easton Planning Board
sought to understand how important natural areas in the community might be
impacted by future development decisions, and how the Master Plan might be
updated to positively address any identified growth management issues as well
as any identified natural resource protection issues.
These types of inquiries are typically well suited for a build-out analysis. A buildout analysis is a planning tool that allows for an analytical review of development
opportunities and limitations within the town. In a baseline analysis such as this,
the Planning Board can identify an estimated ‘maximum’ number of units
possible if the current development conditions are maintained into the future. It is
in the examination of the hypothetical ‘ends’ of the current regulatory and
resource ‘means’ that communities are given an opportunity to better grasp the
outcomes of current planning choices and to retool those choices in subsequent
updates to Master Plans, Zoning Ordinances and Subdivision Regulations.
In this particular instance, the build-out analysis looks at development under the
towns current Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations. In addition, North
Country Council planning staff made certain assumptions about land uses based
on input from the Town, and which are outlined in the following sections. This
analysis is also based upon the premise that all land in the town not currently
conserved either privately or within the White Mountain National Forest will
eventually be developed to the maximum density allowed under the Zoning
Ordinance. This study does not address probable growth trends, but rather
identifies the potential growth that is currently allowed under current land use
regulations in Easton. Estimates provided within have been provided to further
the discussion about whether the potential development of land in the community
is something to be encouraged and what, if any, planning actions might be taken
to reflect the desires of the Easton community about its future.
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ASSUMPTIONS
The North Country Council utilized its Geographic Information System (GIS)
software and data layers developed for the Town of Easton and others over the
past several years to perform much of the analysis for this build-out. Several key
factors of this analysis regarding current land use were based on information
obtained from the Town of Easton assessor’s office. The data sources and
assumptions used in conducting this analysis are explained in detail below. The
software systems used for this analysis were Environmental Systems Research
Institute (ESRI) ArcGIS version 9.2 and Microsoft’s Excel spreadsheet software
version 2003.
Assumptions used in this analysis were that:
-

-

All road rights-of-way (ROW) are 50’ wide.
Willing landowners obtain lot line adjustments over time to allow for the
land to be developed to the maximum density possible under current
zoning.
Land use will continue in their present uses and acreage distributions.

DATA SOURCES USED
In order to conduct a successful analysis of the maximum development potential
of a community, it is first necessary to determine those areas that would not
support development and remove them from the analysis. To that end, the
following sources of data were used to determine what and where those areas
are in the Town of Easton.
Conserved Lands
Sixty-six percent of the land in the Town of Easton is unavailable for
development as part of the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF). There is
also an additional small percentage of property held in private conservation
easements and surrounded by the WMNF. Information on the
location/distribution and identification of conserved lands in Easton was obtained
from the Society for the Protection of NH Forests (SPNHF). The data was
available at a scale of 1:24,000/1:25,000. The data used for this study was
updated as of December 2007 and was made available through the Complex
Systems Research Center at the University of New Hampshire. Additionally, the
data was verified as correct by the Easton Planning Board.
Surface Water Features
Easton is home to a few scattered small ponds and streams. Data used in the
GIS analysis of the Town’s water resources was obtained from the US
Geological Survey (USGS), NH Department of Environmental Services
(NHDES), the Complex Systems Research Center at UNH (UNH CSRS), and the
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US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). The data was provided in a
1:24,000 scale and was last revised in September 2006. The surface water
features data was made available through the UNH CSRC.
Road Centerlines
The road centerline data for the limited number of roads in Easton was obtained
from the NH Department of Transportation (NHDOT) and was provided at the
1:24,000/1:25,000 scale. The road centerline data was last updated in February
2008 and was provided by the UNHCRCS. It should be noted that a road buffer
extending 25’ to either side of the centerline was assumed for road Rights-OfWay (ROW).
Hydric Soils
The US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) Grafton County soil survey was used to gather the information
on those soils classified as poorly drained or very poorly drained for this analysis.
These soils are used to delineate the location of wetlands pursuant to the Town
of Easton Zoning Ordinance Section 603.B.1**. The data was provided in a
1:24,000/1:25,000 scale and were last updated in September 2002. The GIS
layer for this data was made available from the UNHCSRC.
** It should be noted that this wetland definition is not consistent with RSA 674:55 and should be amended.

Steep Slopes
NCC staff utilized a Digital Elevation Model (DEM) of the Town of Easton and
GIS software to calculate the location of slopes exceeding 25% through out the
town. The DEM used data provided by the USGS that was last revised in March
1999 and which was provided by the UNHCSRC.

METHODOLOGY
As mentioned previously, the first part of a build-out analysis involves excluding
those areas from analysis that either don’t support development – either because
of physical constraints to building or because of legal constraints (zoning
regulations or conservation status). After applying the information gleaned from
the review of the GIS data discussed in the previous section, the following areas
were excluded:
1. Surface waters
2. Existing road rights-of-way
3. Land areas that could not be counted as part of a 3 acre lot due to the
presence of slopes over 25% or hydric soils as follows:
a. Section 603.E.3 of the Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance
provides that wetland areas may be used to fill no more than
25% of the minimum lot size. Section 702 provides for a
minimum lot frontage of 250 feet. A 3 acre lot with 250 feet of
frontage would be 523 feet deep ((3 acres * 43,560 square feet
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per acre) / 250). If 25% of this lot could be wetland, this means
a typical lot backing up to the wetland (in order to have the
buildable portion on the road frontage) could have 131 feet of
the lot depth within the wetland. An area 131 feet wide along the
inside of each polygon of hydric soil was therefore identified as
acreage that could be counted toward 3 acre lots. The area
further inside each polygon of hydric soil was excluded from the
calculation. Another way to picture this is as if the wetland were
a donut and hole. The donut can be counted as part of 3 acre
lots. The hole can not.
b. Section 605.D.1. provides that each lot must have 1 acre of
contiguous land that is not wetland (defined as poorly or very
poorly drained soils in Section 603) and less than 25% slope.
Again, Section 702 provides for a minimum lot frontage of 250
feet, and a 3 acre lot with 250 feet of frontage would be 523 feet
deep ((3 acres * 43,560 square feet per acre) / 250). As for
wetlands, if we assume the buildable one acre portion of the lot
is along the road frontage, this would mean a depth of 348 feet
into the wet and/or steep area could be used to form 3 acre lots.
Poorly and very poorly drained soils were merged with slopes
25% and over, and a 348 foot wide strip was delineated. The
area further inside the edge of the polygon than 348 feet was
excluded from the land area that could be used to form 3 acre
lots.
c. The land in the Flood Hazard Zone is underlain with hydric soils
and was therefore not addressed separately.
Having established those areas to be set aside in this analysis, the process then
turned to those areas where development would be more readily supported. At
the January 15, 2008 Easton Planning Board meeting, NCC staff discussed
current development trends in the town with members of both the Planning Board
and the Conservation Commission. Part of that conversation was aimed at
delineating study areas in the community. As a result of those conversations,
NCC staff created 4 distinct study areas in which to estimate future development
potential.
The distinct study areas are focused in the central part of town along NH 116 and
in the northwestern portion of the town. The demarcation lines for the sections
follow the topography of Easton – with the vertical central dividing line following
the valley floor along NH 116 and the horizontal dividing line crossing through the
center of town nearby the town offices and fire department. The study areas are
shown on the maps found in the appendices at the end of this report. These
areas were divided in this manner to follow historical trends in development in
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Easton, with each study section containing one built-up area and at least one
area seen as ‘sensitive’ to potential future development pressure.
The excluded areas were then subtracted from the study areas. Next, an
allowance was made for the area in future developments that would be needed
for future subdivision roads and other utilities. A figure of 6% was utilized based
on previous research into ratios in similar areas to Easton.
NCC staff also contacted the Town of Easton Assessor to determine how the
developed land within Easton is classified according to the different land use
types. NCC staff was provided with the following figures:
1. Residential:
2. Commercial:
3. Exempt:

2,413 acres
23 acres
15 acres

This means that the anticipated residential percentage at build-out would be
98.4% to reflect a 1.6% set-aside for commercial and exempt properties for
development projection purposes.
In order to determine the potential impacts to population, land use types and
traffic volumes as the result of any anticipated development, staff then reviewed
the results of the last decennial census in 2000. The following information was
derived for estimating some of the impacts of maximum build-out:
Total Housing units:
Single family homes:
Duplex units:
Vacant Units:
Seasonally Vacant:
Total Population:
School Age Population:
Elderly Population:
Avg. Household Size:

187 (100%)
166 (88.7%)
7 (3.7%)
70 (37.4%)
60 (32.1%)
256 (100%)
63 (24.6%)
45 (17.6%)
2.19

All population estimates provided as part of this study are based on the
assumption that all units are occupied year round (100% occupancy). These
analytical assumptions were made in order to identify the maximum potential
constant population so that the results would be more beneficial to the Planning
Board and residents of Easton in the decision making process.
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THE RESULTS
Study Area 1
Total Acres:
862
Surface Water:
33
Road ROW:
42
LSSDR*:
54
Developable:
733
Future ROW/Utilities: 44
Remaining for lots: 689
Possible # of lots: 230
*Land Subject to Some Development Restrictions

Study Area 1 (SA1) – the southwestern quadrant of this study – has the largest
overall acreage covered by surface water. It is also the smallest of the four study
areas – both in terms of total acreage included in the study area as well as in
potential building lots available under estimates based on the current zoning
ordinance.
Based on the above numbers it’s anticipated that 226 residential units would be
possible under a maximum build-out scenario in this one study area. Of these, it
is estimated that the majority would be single family homes (218) and the
remainder would be duplex units (8). It was also estimated that approximately 73
units would serve as seasonal residences based on today’s figures. Using the
assumption that all units are occupied and that all residents residing therein are
year round, a population of approximately 495 under a complete build out
scenario was estimated. That could translate to an estimated school age
population of 122 persons and an elderly population of approximately 87
persons. Increases in both of these populations would be expected to lead to an
increase in municipal services (school costs, school buses & emergency services
for example).
Traffic impacts were also estimated as part of this analysis. When discussing
these impacts, it is important to first note that the topography of SA1 limits travel
to the east. Also limiting future road construction opportunities are the presence
of wetlands and water bodies. Given the proximity to existing roads such as
Gibson Road, Vista View, Gingerbread village, NH 116 and several other private
spur roads – no new roads would be anticipated being built. It would instead be
expected that future development would access new development through
existing roads or extensions to them.
While no new roads would be expected as a result of build-out, new traffic would
most certainly be. As part of this analysis, NCC utilized factors from the most
recent Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Manual to estimate anticipated traffic.
Based on this analysis, using a factor of 9.57 trips per day per rural residential
unit, a total of 2,163 daily trips would be estimated for SA1 under a complete
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build-out scenario. For comparison purposes, current daily trips for the entire
town of Easton are estimated to be about 1,790.
Study Area 2
Total Acres:
2844
Surface Water:
1
Road ROW:
58
LSSDR:
319
Developable:
2467
Future ROW/Utilities: 148
Remaining for lots: 2319
Possible # of lots:
773
*Land Subject to Some Development Restrictions

Study Area 2, bordering the towns of Landaff and Sugar Hill is the largest of the
four study areas. While there is limited acreage covered by surface waters, this
study area does have the largest amount of land subject to some development
restrictions, either due to steep slopes or wetlands. In spite of this, the large total
size of this study area also leaves it with the greatest estimated number of
potential lots based on current zoning.
SA2 is also where the scenic Sugar Hill Rd. is located – raising the issue of
scenic quality protection for the town. This may be something that the town seeks
to address in future Master Plan updates in regards to viewshed standards and
protection of those scenic resources.
Based on an analysis of SA2, it is anticipated that this area would expect a
maximum build out of 761 residential units. Of those 761, 28 are estimated to be
duplex units and 244 would be seasonal residences.
Using these figures, the expected population of SA2 under maximum build-out
would be 1,666 residents. Of those 1,666; 410 (24.6%) would be school aged
children and 293 (17.6%) would be aged 65 or older. Access would therefore
become a particular issue given these population estimates and the previously
discussed challenges faced by development proposed for the eastern portion of
SA2. While it is fair to assume that any new development roads located in the
majority of SA2 would connect to pre-existing roads in the area, the eastern
portion remains a challenge for access to Easton. It may be prudent to look at
revisions to existing ordinances to ensure that critical services can be provided
and that consultation with the Landaff municipal officials tasked with permitting
access are included in any discussions regarding development approvals in
eastern SA2.
As with SA1, NCC staff analyzed projected traffic increases under maximum
build-out. Given the ITE factor of 9.57 trips per day per residential unit, SA2
would experience a traffic load of 7,279 daily trips. It should be noted that this
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estimate speaks only to traffic generated within Easton, and not to the passthrough traffic associated with NH 116. This analysis also was not detailed
enough to discuss potential traffic volumes passed through to Landaff.
Study Area 3
Total Acres:
1151
Surface Water:
0
Road ROW:
23
LSSDR:
5
Developable:
1123
Future ROW/Utilities: 67
Remaining for lots: 1056
Possible # of lots:
352
*Land Subject to Some Development Restrictions

Study Area 3 (SA3), sandwiched between the White Mountain National Forest
and NH 116, with Franconia to the north and the remaining SA4 to the south
constitutes the third largest of the four study areas. With no acreage devoted to
surface water and little other acreage taken up by existing ROW or steep
slopes/wetlands, much of SA3 was assumed to be available to be developed in
this study.
The commercial/exempt land use factor was again applied to SA3, given the
location along NH 116. Based on an analysis of the features of SA3, a total of
346 residential units are estimated under a complete build-out scenario. Of
those 346 units, 13 (3.7%) could be expected to be duplex type developments,
with the remainder 333 consisting of traditional single family homes. Of the total
residential units, approximately 111 would be vacation homes.
The population projected for SA3 under a complete build-out situation is
estimated to be 758 persons. Of those estimated 758 persons, approximately
187 (24.6%) would be school-aged children and approximately 133 (17.6%)
would be aged 65 and older.
Given the topography of SA3, it was assumed that any roads constructed to
reach new development would connect to existing roads in the area – such as
Paine Rd. and NH 116. Using the traffic factors taken from the ITE manual, it is
estimated that SA3 would see individual daily trips of about 3,314. It should be
noted that this figure is an estimate of trips generated within SA3, and does not
include any pass-through trips associated with NH 116 generated elsewhere. For
comparison purposes, current average daily trips for the entire town of Easton
are estimated to be about 1,790.
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Study Area 4
Total Acres:
1303
Surface Water:
2
Road ROW:
29
LSSDR:
2
Developable:
1269
Future ROW/Utilities: 76
Remaining for lots: 1193
Possible # of lots:
398
*Land Subject to Some Development Restrictions

Study Area 4(SA4) is located in the southeastern quadrant of the study area.
This study area is also the second largest of the four, and subject to the second
least amount of potential restrictions to development due to the acreage
identified as road rights-of-way, wetlands or steep slopes. SA4 is also easily
accessed by two main roads – NH 116 and Paine Road.
Given the proximity of land in SA4 to NH 116, the commercial/exempt factor was
applied to estimated maximum build-out figures for this study area. As a result of
projecting current land use trends on a maximum build-out scenario, 391
residential units are anticipated in SA4. Of those 391, 14 (3.7%) can be
expected to be duplex units, with the remainder (377) can be expected to consist
of single family residences.
Again, based on current land use trends in Easton, 126 (37.1%) of the residential
units in SA4 are expected to serve as seasonal homes and 377 as year round
residences. The population for SA4 is estimated to be 857 persons under a full
build-out scenario, of which 211 would be estimated to be school aged persons
and 151 persons aged 65 and older.
Using the traffic factors taken from the ITE manual, it is estimated that SA4 would
see daily trips of about 3,745. It should be noted that this figure is an estimate of
trips generated within SA4, and does not include any pass-through trips
associated with NH 116 or Paine Rd. generated elsewhere. For comparison
purposes, current average daily trips for the entire town of Easton are estimated
to be about 1,790.
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Summary
From study
Total acres in Easton:
Total Acres Involved in Analysis:
Acres covered by surface water:
Acres taken as ROW:
Wetland and Steep Slope Area Subtracted:
Remaining for development:
Est. dedicated for ROW/Utilities:
Available for building lots:
Total number of potential lots under
current zoning regulations:
Total est. residential units:
Total est. duplex units:
Total est. year round units:
Total estimated seasonal units:
Total estimated population:
Total estimated school aged population:
Total estimated elderly population:
Estimated daily vehicle trips:
Current estimated avg. daily trips:

2000 Census
19,904
6,160
36
153
379
5,592
336
5,257
1,752
1,724
66
1,171
553
3,776
929
665
16,501
1,790

187
7
127
60
256
63
45

As the numbers above demonstrate, the residents of Easton have the potential to
see substantial changes to the way of life that they’ve been historically used to if
all land identified as open to development is developed to the maximum extent
possible under current zoning. The historical high population count for Easton at
the first census was 302 in 1880. Following population reductions at several
points in its history, the town has been growing from its most recent low in 1970
(98) to its 2006 estimated population of 286.
A population of 3,776 by no means should be taken as an absolute – this study
is an estimate and doesn’t take into account any unforeseen occurrences that
could result in fluctuations. It’s a number based on the total number of identified
potential building lots based on the minimum lot sizes allowed under current
Easton zoning and multiplied by the average number of residents per residential
unit. The final number could be a little more, or a little less – a great deal more or
a great deal less. Numerous decisions could be taken such as developers
retaining larger lot sizes – either in response to market demands or changes in
Easton’s Zoning Ordinance for example. Or perhaps Planned Unit Developments
(PUDs) might be a preferred route. This would open some areas to appropriately
increased densities, while maintaining valuable open space elsewhere. Perhaps
it’s a third or fourth unmentioned option. The message isn’t in the finality of
figures as presented; it’s in the picture that the numbers paint.
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The picture painted by these figures says a lot about the potential future of the
Town of Easton. It shows that there is the potential for a very large increase in
residential units. Along with the increase in units, Easton could expect that
population; traffic and demand for additional municipal services would rise as
well. The projected growth in population based on available building lots
represents an increase of about 1,357% over the last census count and an
approximately 1,150% increase over the historical high population. Housing
units have a potential to grow an estimated 821% over existing stocks, and traffic
could be seen increasing to a corresponding 822%. In reviewing the numbers, it
can also be estimated that the elderly population in Easton could increase by
1,378% and the school aged population increasing by a slightly smaller 1,375%.
The estimated certainly demonstrate that there is a potential for change in the
living environment in Easton as well – from a decrease in ‘elbow space’ between
residences to increased runoff from hillside development to potential changes in
air quality. Given the population and the area available to develop, municipal
water and waste water systems wouldn’t be difficult to envision either. So what
next steps do the results of this build out analysis support?


As the ‘more easily developed’ properties are developed, those remaining
will increasingly be those that contain sensitive habitat, ecological areas,
steep slopes, wetlands, etc. – those that require the most careful planning
and regulatory oversight. What steps will Easton take as a community to
protect these areas and their value to the town?



Community discussions about the growth - where it’s appropriate and
where to discourage it - is also important, and can be part of a Master
Plan update effort.



Given the topographical issues identified in several of the study areas,
updates to the Easton road ordinances regarding interconnectivity of new
developments would seem prudent. This is recommended in order to
prevent the piecemeal development that leads to the need for more roads
to serve smaller developments and which acts as an impediment to
community-building.



Again, given that those areas remaining open to development will
increasingly be those that contain sensitive areas and are subsequently
those areas that require the most careful planning and regulatory
oversight, an inventory of Easton’s critical habitat and wetland areas
would be appropriate. This would allow appropriate Easton officials to
target appropriate areas for preservation or more intense regulatory
review or oversight.



With the potential for increased development in sensitive areas – which in
turn relates to an increased potential for stormwater runoff, an inventory of
the location, construction, capacity and condition of all culverts would be
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appropriate. This would ensure that culverts are being replaced according
to the adopted maintenance schedule and that they are adequate in size
and capacity to ensure performance in precipitation events. This would
also allow for any proposed culverts as part of new development to be
appropriate in location, size, capacity and construction to ensure proper
function within the existing culvert network. This would also ensure
emergency access during 25, 50 or 100 year flood events and help to
avoid additional expenses by the town to address shortcomings before the
weather events occur, and properly plan any future replacement options.


Similarly to the reasons noted above, it would be appropriate for an
identification of benchmark water quality to indicate condition of the
Town’s surface waters in order to measure the effect that future
development is having on those same water bodies.



Given the development and population increases estimated here, proper
fiscal planning will become imperative. Development of a Capital
Improvement Program to determine the costs associated with providing
current levels of municipal services, as well as to anticipate any future
needs and associated costs would go a long way in providing that
necessary planning.



In an effort to maintain appropriate community open space in Easton, it
would be appropriate for the town to review density requirements currently
found in Easton’s development regulations to include PUDs or increased
duplex units on building lots to better target areas suitable/desired for
development.



The location of several brooks and streams draining from the upper
reaches of Kinsman Ridge in SA3 and SA4 and the presence of potentially
buildable land along those same streams, make it highly recommended
that the Easton Planning Board review opportunities to update the Easton
Zoning regulations to:
o Support maintenance of unbuildable buffers that preserve existing
vegetation to slow and absorb sediment and nutrients in order to
avoid their transport into the Wild Ammonoosuc River.
o Allow for and encourage/require the use of permeable pavement
types in new developments to reduce the runoff associated with
any precipitation producing weather events. This type of measure
would go a long way to ensuring that existing stormwater drainage
and treatment systems do not fail in such events due to the
increased flows created through the instruction of impervious
surfaces higher up in the watershed.



Given the location of two prominent hiking trails Study Area 3, particularly
in areas where future development is possible, the Easton Planning Board
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may wish to develop additional protections for these trails to avoid
diminishing their value to the town and its residents/visitors.
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