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during Public Input. 

 

 

 

Page 2 of 90



 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To:  
Title: David Scarpetti - Town of Hooksett Sign Group 
Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Administration 
Staff Contact: Nick Germain, Project Coordinator 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

A group of local non-profits are interested in sponsoring the creation of a large town sign. The subject 
had been previously broached with Councilors several months ago, but required no action at that time 
from Council.  
  
Subsequently, in late March Mr. Scarpetti reached out to town staff and indicated that the group 
would like an appointment with Town Council. They've been researching and planning an approach to 
the project, but have run into an obstacle in the form of NH DOT (Department of Transportation) 
opposition to placing the sign in one of its right-of-ways due to the nature of the sign and existing 
regulations.  
  
Mr. Scarpetti states the group is soliciting and receiving assistance from local state representatives 
on the subject, but would like the town council to write a letter of support for the sign. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

N/A 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

Predicated on dynamics with NHDOT and wishes of Council 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Listen to the organization's representatives and see if Town Council would like to act on their request. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

N/A 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Listen to sign proposal.  The group has identified two locations they would like to locate "Welcome to 
Hooksett" signs, Allentown/Hooksett Town line and Londonderry Turnpike Manchester and Hooksett 
Town line.  NHDOT, traditionally, have not allowed private groups to locate signs within its ROW.  If 
the Town of Hooksett wanted to located "Welcome" signs within NHDOT ROW, they have been 
allowed by NHDOT, but limited in size, scale and design. 
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services - Well Assessment; 

Uranium, Radon, et al.  
Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Administration 
Staff Contact: Nick Germain, Project Coordinator 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

Ground water testing in Fall 2019 detected elevated levels of uranium in Hooksett. NH DES 
subsequently began testing residential wells in Southern Hooksett as part of an assessment to 
protect the health and safety of residents and offer guidance to local government officials.  
  
NHDES representatives previously met with Town Council in October 2019, February 2020, and are 
scheduled to discuss the assessment that was completed recently.  
  
The attached document details the the NHDES findings, assesses public risks, and provides 
recommendations. The attending officials will speak about the work that's taken place. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

- 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

- 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Read the attached documentation thoroughly. Speak with the attending representative(s).  
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

n/a 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

NHDES will present the results of the well testing program that took place in and around Londonderry 
Turnpike.  Next steps will also be discussed 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Hooksett Private Wells LHC_2021_4.6.21_Final 
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LETTER HEALTH CONSULTATION 
 

HOOKSETT RESIDENTIAL WELL WATER 

HOOKSETT, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

Prepared by New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services 

 

March 23rd, 2021 

 

Prepared under a Cooperative Agreement with the 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

Division of Community Health Investigations 

Atlanta, Georgia 30333 

APPLETREE 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry’s Partnership to Promote Local Efforts 

to Reduce Environmental Exposures 
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Health Consultation: A Note of Explanation 
 

A health consultation is a verbal or written response from the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 

Registry (ATSDR), or ATSDR’s Cooperative Agreement Partners, to a specific request for information about 

health risks related to a specific site, a chemical release or the presence of hazardous materials. In order to 

prevent or mitigate exposures, a consultation may lead to specific actions, such as restricting use of or 

replacing water supplies, intensifying environmental sampling, restricting site access, or removing the 

contaminated material.  

In addition, consultations may recommend additional public health actions, such as conducting health 

surveillance activities to evaluate health outcome data or trends in adverse health outcomes; measuring 

environmental chemicals in the human body to assess exposure (biomonitoring); and providing health 

education for health care providers and community members.  

This recommendation of public health actions concludes the health consultation process for this site, unless 

additional information is obtained by ATSDR or ATSDR’s Cooperative Agreement Partner which, in the 

Agency’s opinion, indicates a need to revise or append the conclusions previously issued. The Letter Health 

Consultation becomes the written report retained for records and is publicly accessible. 

Members of the ATSDR Cooperative Agreement in the state of New Hampshire, including members of the 

New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services – Environmental Health Program (NHDES EHP) and 

the New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services – Division of Public Health Services 

(NHDHHS DPHS), conducted the following health consultation. This Letter Health Consultation report 

contains analysis and recommendations specific to a site of interest in the state of New Hampshire. 

Therefore, ATSDR, its officers and subject matter experts contributed exclusively in a supporting role. 

 

You May Contact NHDES 
at (603) 271-3503 

 
You May Contact NHDES EHP 

at (603) 271-6803 
or 

Visit the NHDES website. 
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R-ARD-21-02 

LETTER HEALTH CONSULTATION 

 

HOOKSETT RESIDENTIAL WELL WATER ASSESSMENT 

HOOKSETT, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Department of Environmental Services 

Air Resources Division 
Environmental Health Program 

29 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03301 
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE  

Department of Environmental Services  

Air Resources Division 

Memorandum 

Addressed: 

March 23rd, 2021 
To: Brandon Kernan, P.G., Administrator – Drinking Water and Groundwater Bureau, NHDES 
From: Dr. Robert Thistle, Environmental Health Program 
Re: Hooksett Residential Well Water Health Risk Assessment 
 
Per your request, NHDES EHP has reviewed the analytical results of residential well water samples collected 

in 2019 and 2020 in the township of Hooksett, NH to (1) formally summarize the findings; (2) characterize 

potential exposures to these residential well users; and (3) recommend next steps to reduce exposure and 

protect public health for this community.  

Review of the available residential well water sampling data indicates uranium and radon are the primary 

contaminants of concern in southern Hooksett. Of the wells tested, 64% exceeded acceptable health limits 

for uranium in drinking water as set by the Environmental Protection Agency. In addition, 90% of wells 

tested contain radon levels that may contribute to exceedance of recommended action levels in the air 

within homes. Finally, select residences have levels exceeding health standards for one or more additional 

contaminants such as arsenic (2%), manganese (23%), nitrates (2%), and per- and polyfluoroalkyl 

substances (PFAS) (22%).   

A more detailed analysis of the results, including a summary of known human health risks associated with 

exposure and recommendations for exposure reduction, is outlined in the following document.   

For questions regarding this consultation please contact: 
 
Dr. Robert Thistle 
Human Health Risk Assessor 
NH Department of Environmental Services, Environmental Health Program 
29 Hazen Drive | Concord, NH 03301 
(603) 271-4608 | Robert.Thistle@des.nh.gov  
  

 

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Department of Environmental Services 

Environmental Health Program 
Inter-Department Communication 

 

To: Brandon Kernen, P.G., Drinking Water & Groundwater 
Bureau Administrator 

Date: March 23rd, 2021 

From: Robert Thistle Ph.D., Human Health Risk Assessor  
Jonathan Ali, Ph.D., Toxicologist 
Karen Craver, MPH, Principal Investigator 
 

Ec: Kathleen Bush, Ph.D., Environmental Health Tracking 
Program 
Nicholas Shonka, Environmental Health Tracking 
Program 
Michele Roberge, M.B.A., Public Health Protection 
Gary Milbury, PEHB Administrator 
Craig Wright, ARD Director 

RE: Hooksett Residential Well Water Health Risk Assessment 

Agenda Item #9.2.
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Background and Statement of Issues 
In September of 2019, groundwater testing around the town of Hooksett, NH detected elevated levels of 

uranium, and the State responded to assess the risk and propose ways to protect the health of the public.  

This letter is a summary of our findings; it includes guidance to help the requester, as well as municipal 

officials and the public, understand risk to the community and what the recommended actions are to 

reduce risk. 

The NHDES Drinking Water and Ground Water Bureau (DWGB) responded to this by partnering with the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to conduct additional sampling of residential wells in 

Southern Hooksett. NHDES developed a sampling plan in a targeted study area to test the drinking water 

quality for uranium and other potential groundwater contaminants. The aim of this sampling effort was to 

inform homeowners, and provide guidance regarding actions to reduce exposure and protect health. This 

study was made possible at no cost to the homeowners through the support of the EPA Region 1 

Laboratory and the New Hampshire Drinking Water and Groundwater Trust Fund.   

Water samples were collected from residences in southern Hooksett beginning in September 2019 and 

concluding in February 2020. Analysis of all contaminants in these samples was completed in October 2020, 

at which time DWGB requested support from EHP in order to evaluate potential health risks and to 

formulate recommendations based on findings. Staff support for this risk assessment activity was provided 

by ATSDR’s Partnership to Promote Local Efforts to Reduce Environmental Exposure (APPLETREE) 

Cooperative Agreement.  

The town of Hooksett is located in Merrimack County in south-central New Hampshire, with an estimated 

population of 14,569 (NH Department of Health and Human Services, 2019). Hooksett is situated on the 

Merrimack River between the city of Manchester to the south and the city of Concord to the north. 

According to 2010 US Census data, Hooksett contained 4,926 households, out of which ~34% housed 

children under the age of 18. Hooksett mirrors the state of New Hampshire in many demographics, 

including race, age distribution, healthy lifestyle habits and indices of cancer (NH Department of Health and 

Human Services, 2019). 

New Hampshire has an abundance of groundwater, which many residents utilize for drinking, food 

preparation, recreation, irrigation and hygienic practices. More than 500,000 residents, nearly half (40-

46%) of the state’s population, source drinking water from residential wells (NH Department of 

Environmental Services, 2014). These wells are not regulated by the same standards for safe consumption 

and use as public water sources in the state of New Hampshire, and can be subject to certain naturally-

occurring contaminants like arsenic, iron, manganese and uranium, in addition to human-caused 

contamination. While the majority of ground water is safe for consumption and use, NHDES urges well 

users to periodically monitor well water for contaminants that can impact their health.    

Based on the preliminary detection of uranium in well water, residents with potentially contaminated 

water were identified in an area of Southern Hooksett. NHDES and EPA undertook a holistic screening 

approach for uranium and additional potential contaminants in the residential water sources within the 

surrounding area. This Letter Health Consultation addresses three key issues: 

1. Identification of potential risks to human health from contaminated residential drinking water. 

2. Recommended Actions for residents who are exposed to these potential risks. 

3. Additional concerns for residents of Southern Hooksett and other stakeholders. 

Agenda Item #9.2.
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Current Sampling Event and Investigation 
NHDES staff and partners sampled 138 residential wells located in an approximately 2.5 square-mile area of 

southern Hooksett, east of the Merrimack River and west of Tower Hill Pond (Appendix A, Figure 2). The 

samples were taken from pre- and post-treated sources, where available. Wells were selected based on a 

targeted area surrounding initial findings of elevated levels of uranium in groundwater. Initial screening 

revealed concentrations of uranium exceeding the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 30 

micrograms per liter (μg/L) in a small number of potable water sources.    

Subsequent water analysis included, but was not limited to, the following analytes. 

 

 Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

 Trace metals/metalloids/Inorganics 

 Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). 

 Radiological isotopes 

 

Results are summarized by compound category in Appendix B, Tables 1-5. VOCs were measured using EPA 

Method 524.2 by ChemServe Environmental Analysts (Table 1). EPA partners provided metals analysis 

(Table 2). Samples were analyzed by Inductively Coupled Plasma Mass Spectrometry (ICP-MS) as detailed in 

EPA Methods 200.2 and 200.8 for total recoverable metals. A small number of these samples were analyzed 

independently of EPA laboratories. As NHDES recently proposed ambient groundwater quality standards 

(AGQS) for certain PFAS, NHDES also analyzed 166 samples for 25 PFAS using Isotope Dilution, by Eurofins 

TestAmerica – Buffalo (Table 3). Radon in water was measured using Standard Method 7500 by Nelson 

Analytical Lab (Table 4).   

Of the 124 analytes screened, 45 contaminants were within the range of detection in at least one or more 

residential wells. These concentrations were compared against ATSDR comparison values (CVs) to identify 

exposures of concern (Tables 1-5). When ATSDR CVs were not available, other guidance values from EPA or 

the State of New Hampshire were substituted in place. Due to the diversity of PFAS and their categorization 

as emerging contaminants, only those with ATSDR CVs or state-derived MCLs were further analyzed. For 

radiological compounds, EHP consulted with ATSDR subject matter experts (SMEs) for best available 

methods to characterize the radiological and chemical hazards of these substances.  

Of these wells, 82 (64%) exceeded the regulatory MCL for use as a drinking water source due to the level of 

uranium. For radon, EPA has proposed a requirement for drinking water to contain less than 4,000 

picocuries per liter (pCi/L) (this proposed MCL is non-regulatory and part of a multimedia mitigation 

program). In wells tested, 90% exceeded this value. For uranium and radon comparisons, sample data was 

also compared to available state data (Figure 1) (Flanagan, 2014); (Bartholomay, 2007). Concentrations and 

maps can be seen in Figures 2 and 3, Appendix A. Other contaminants of concern are listed in Table 5.  

NHDES notified individual residents about their results with reports specific to their residence.  

Notifications included a complete list of analytes measured as well as instances of exceedance of federal 

and state guidelines for exposure. Notifications also included resources for more information, 

recommendations for actions to reduce risk by exposure, and pertinent contact information for NHDES 

employees. This Letter Health Consult expands on that summary.  

Agenda Item #9.2.
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Discussion 
The key issues discussed here are: 

1. Identification of potential human health risks. 

2. Recommended Actions to reduce risks. 

3. Additional concerns for residents and stakeholders. 

Potential risks to human health 

This health consultation evaluated exposure and risks from the use of residential wells as a source of 
drinking water. While exposure routes can include ingestion of drinking water, inhalation of gas and vapors, 
and dermal absorption; findings from testing associated with this health consultation primarily indicate 
ingestion as the exposure route of concern. The one exception to this is with radon. Resource limitations 
and lack of data to predict elevated levels of radon in drinking water prior to sampling impacted 
programmatic decisions to limit environmental testing to water; however, levels of radon in water are 
closely correlated with radon in air. Based on water results, we would predict the presence of radon in air.  
 
It should be noted that health risks from exposure to radon by inhalation supersede those of ingestion. 
Therefore, this report assesses the potential impact on human health from consumption of contaminated 
drinking water with the understanding that inhalation should be considered as a follow up exposure route 
for future analysis. Other chemicals for which inhalation or dermal absorption can act as routes of exposure 
were either present at very low levels or not detectable (for instance, VOCs). Therefore, these routes of 
exposure were excluded from detailed analysis.  

 

To evaluate potential risk, NHDES uses the dose of a given chemical to which a person is exposed from 

drinking water. The dose is estimated using a measured concentration from the drinking water source, a 

typical person’s body weight, a duration of time, and other exposure factors (see Appendix C). The dose is 

then compared to ATSDR (CV) doses. When ATSDR lacks a CV for a given chemical, alternative guidance 

from either EPA (for example, a MCL) or the State’s drinking water values is applied. If the dose exceeds the 

CV, then the analyte is further evaluated in a variety of exposure scenarios in order to inform the public if 

the risks require action, such as switching water sources to bottled water or installing appropriate filtration. 

If the dose is far below the CV or the analyte is not detected, the analyte is not retained for additional 

evaluation.  

For the purpose of this report, contaminants of concern are defined as those contaminants that were found 
in one or more wells at levels likely to adversely impact human health. These levels are defined by 
exceedance of ATSDR, EPA or NHDES risk-based guidance values for drinking water. A complete list of 
contaminants tested for is included in Table 1-4; and those identified as contaminants of concern based on 
findings are included in table 5, and discussed in detail in this report. In addition to this report, individual 
well owners were provided with their specific results.  
 

Uranium 
Uranium is a radioactive, heavy metal that occurs naturally in nearly all rocks and soils. Some parts of the 

United States exhibit higher than average uranium levels due to natural geological formations, such as 

sedimentary rock and granite formations. These metal deposits have the potential to leach into 

groundwater. Over the long-term, consumption of water containing levels of uranium above the MCL is 

not advisable. Uranium that is absorbed is deposited throughout the body with the highest levels 

found in the bones, liver and kidneys (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 2013).  Animal 
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studies indicate that kidney damage is the primary toxic effect of uranium exposure and that this damage 

increases with uranium solubility and duration of exposure (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 

Registry, 2013). 

ATSDR relies on the drinking water guidance value (for instance, MCL) developed by EPA, and does not have 

its own minimal risk level (MRL) or CV. Uranium was detected in most residential wells (more than 60%, 

Table 4) above the EPA MCL of 30 μg/L from untreated sample locations. Elevated uranium in drinking 

water is consistent with compositions predicted for the geological formations in southern Hooksett (Lyons, 

1997). For wells with a uranium level at or above 30 μg/L, treatment to remove uranium should be installed 

or an alternate source of drinking water such as bottled water should be utilized. As levels of contaminants 

may change over time, retesting is recommended at least every 3-5 years for wells with a uranium level 

under 30 μg/L (New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services, 2019).  

Radon  
Radon is a noble gas byproduct from the radioactive decay of crustal elements like uranium and radium.  

Radon is released into soil pockets where it can diffuse into surrounding air, water and soil. Radon gas emits 

energetic alpha particles during decay. Almost all health risks from radon in water come from breathing 

indoor air with radon (which accumulates depending on factors like ventilation, seasonal change, and 

aerosolization of dissolved radon) and exposure to radon gas is the second leading cause of lung cancer in 

the United States, after smoking. More than 15,000 – 21,000 deaths are attributed annually to radon-

related lung cancer (National Research Council, 1999). This risk is increased for people who are also 

exposed to cigarette smoke (RW, 2001). Based on data from the New Hampshire State Cancer Registry and 

Center for Disease Control (CDC) estimates about the proportion of lung cancer deaths attributable to 

radon at the national level, it’s estimated that approximately 100 lung cancer deaths each year in New 

Hampshire are attributable to radon. This estimate does not take into account additional risk factors, 

including the age of the New Hampshire population, lung cancer screening rates and the distribution of 

stage at diagnosis, and, perhaps most importantly, smoking rates for the state. 

Enforceable federal or state standards for radon present in drinking water or indoor air do not currently 

exist. However, EPA and other agencies do issue public health advisories for radon in drinking water (US 

Environmental Protection Agency, 1999) and indoor air (US Environmental Protection Agency, 2016). The 

majority (69%) of sampling results for radon in water samples collected in the study area show radon in 

water levels exceeding 10,000 pCi/L. As a general practice, NHDES strongly recommends that private wells 

with radon concentrations at or above 10,000 pCi/L install treatment for the water in conjunction with 

mitigation of indoor air radon. For private wells with radon concentrations between 2,000 and 10,000 

pCi/L, the treatment of water may be advisable if air concentrations in the home exceed 4 pCi/L (US 

Environmental Protection Agency, 2016) 

Arsenic 
Arsenic is a naturally occurring element in minerals of Earth’s crust as well as a byproduct of the smelting 

process of certain metals like copper and lead. Inorganic arsenic is a well-documented toxic agent, causing 

hyperkeratinization (abnormally rapid shedding of skin cells) and hyperpigmentation of skin (darkening of 

patches of the skin). Cardiovascular, pulmonary and neurological functions are also impaired by arsenic 

exposure through consumption, with acute, high-level exposures causing encephaly. Following chronic 

exposure, pregnant women are at higher risk for pregnancy complications and children are at higher risk for 

neurodevelopmental effects  (Gilbert-Diamond, 2016; Farazan, 2016); (Farazan, 2016). Arsenic is also a 
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known carcinogen implicated in increased tumor incidence in many organs, including the bladder, lung and 

skin (non-melanoma), following chronic exposure (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 2007). 

Arsenic was detected above the ATSDR CV of 16 μg/L (from the untreated sample location) at three 

residences. At 3% of wells, concentrations exceeded the proposed New Hampshire health limit for arsenic 

of 5 µg/L, which will be lowered from 10 μg/L in July 2021 to protect neurodevelopment and IQ scores for 

infants and small children. The new value is also being lowered to protect against the carcinogenic effects 

of long-term exposure (Borsuk, 2015) (NH Department of Environmental Services, 2020). 

Manganese 
Manganese is a natural element found in soil and groundwater within New Hampshire, and is also an 

essential nutrient in our diet. Excessive exposure to manganese is associated with neurological effects, 

including neuro-degenerative symptoms like Parkinson’s, altered emotional states and 

neurodevelopmental delays in children. This can be especially problematic for formula-fed infants, as their 

body processes (or metabolizes) manganese differently than older children and adults. 

ATSDR does not suggest values for exposure limits to manganese in drinking water, but does recognize the 

potential for human health risk as determined by EPA. Manganese was detected at select residences above 

the EPA lifetime health advisory value of 0.300 milligrams per liter (mg/L) from the untreated sample 

locations. Over the long-term, consumption of water containing levels of manganese above this level is not 

advisable. 

PFAS 
Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are a group of man-made organic chemicals used in a variety of 

industrial and commercial applications. Certain PFAS are highly-bioaccumulative and associated with a 

variety of adverse health outcomes, including increased cholesterol, changes in liver enzyme levels. altered 

hormone function, delayed growth in infants and potentially certain cancers (Sunderland, 2019).The ATSDR 

CVs for these determined little to no intermediate exposure risks (less than 1 year) for four PFAS. 

In 2019, NHDES adopted rules that establish health-based MCLs and AGQS for four PFAS that include: 12 

parts per trillion (ppt) for perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), 15 ppt for perfluorooctane sulfonic acid (PFOS), 18 

ppt for perfluorohexane sulfonic acid (PFHxS), and 11 ppt for perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA). These values 

were based on chronic protection of women who are planning on becoming pregnant or breastfeeding, and 

are therefore lower than the ATSDR CVs (NH Department of Environmental Services, 2019). Approximately 

21% of residential wells exceeded the AGQS for PFOA, while 4%, 3%, and < 1% of residential wells exceeded 

the AGQS for PFNA, PFOS, and PFHxS, respectively.    

Recommended Actions for Homeowners 
Based on the available information, there are three key recommended actions for homeowners and 

community members in the Southern Hooksett area.  

1. Encourage supplemental testing of wells. Unfortunately, NHDES was not able to conduct an exhaustive 

survey of all possible drinking water contaminants for all residential wells, so additional testing is 

advisable before determining any treatment system options for a home. Some treatment system 

options are not designed to remove all types of contaminants, whereas others may be more 

economically feasible and still sufficient. NHDES recommends routine well testing every 3-5 years 

(except for bacteria and nitrates, which should checked annually) (NH Department of Environmental 

Services, 2020). NHDES can be contacted for discussion of test results. At the end of this document are 
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links to resources with additional information regarding contaminants in drinking water and treatment 

options. 

 

2. Conduct home air testing for radon gas. Given the elevated levels of uranium and radon in drinking 

water for homes in the area, there is an increased probability that the indoor air of homes in the area 

will contain elevated levels of radon. Radon in the air of homes may come from radon in the water or 

radon gas infiltrating the home from the ground, or some combination of the two. DPHS recommends 

taking remedial action when air testing results are above the EPA Action Level of 4 pCi/L (NH Division of 

Public Health Services, 2011). More information can be found at the NHDHHS Radon Program and 

NHDHHS Radon in Air Reduction websites, including where in the home to test and during which time 

of year 

At the end of this document are links to resources with additional information regarding contaminants 

in drinking water as well as testing, treatment and mitigation options.   

 

3. Install filtration/treatment on untreated wells. NHDES strongly recommends treatment of residential 

well water when contaminant levels are elevated and exceedances of health guidelines are observed. 

This is especially true for those with exceedances of uranium and radon, as the concentrations of these 

were far above the guidance for chronic exposures. At the end of this document are links to resources 

with additional information regarding contaminants in drinking water and treatment options.  

For residents pursuing additional testing, the date of this letter health consultation may serve as a starting 

date for planning a 3-5 year follow up test. An accompanying fact sheet has been created for residents to 

summarize the recommended actions. New Hampshire APPLETREE will make this available and will also 

contact residents with future opportunities to engage with APPLETREE members regarding environmental 

health results and any remaining concerns. 

Recommended Actions for Government Agencies and Research Institutions 
It is possible that residential well sampling in this report is incomplete due to limitations in program funding 

and staffing.  Pending the availability of resources, additional testing could be conducted to determine the 

full extent of geographic exposure. In addition, the community could be considered for health-related or 

biomonitoring studies to better assess and understand potential impacts of exposure. These studies would 

require additional resources at the state or federal level and involvement of other stakeholders such as 

academic institutions or universities. 

Additional Concerns 
The elevated presence of both uranium and radon present a radiological health hazard for residents. The 

basic philosophy of radiation protection at ATSDR is the concept of ALARA (as low as reasonably achievable) 

outlined by EPA (US Environmental Protection Agency, 1988). As a guidance, all exposure should be kept as 

low as reasonably achievable and the regulations and guidelines are meant to give an upper limit to 

exposure.  
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Figure 1: Percentage of Residential Wells Exceeding Guidance values for Uranium and Radon  

 
 

Figure 1: Levels of Uranium and Radon exceed human health guidance values with higher frequency in 

residential wells of Southern Hooksett compared to other regions in New Hampshire. Samples measured by 

United States Geological Survey (USGS) in Hillsborough, Rockingham and Strafford counties (this data set 

does not include Hooksett) showed only 2.3% of 232 wells had Uranium exceeding the EPA MCL of 30 μg/L 

compared to 64% of wells analyzed from Hooksett (Flanagan, 2014). A 2007 USGS report also measured 

samples from four aquifer cohorts in New Hampshire, demonstrating that 26% of 108 wells (Aquifer 

Average) contained radon exceeding the “US EPA human-health benchmark” of 4,000 pCi/L compared to 

90% of wells analyzed from Hooksett (Bartholomay, 2007).  

Public Health Implications 
Some contaminants detected in Hooksett residential wells pose potential risks to human health. However, 

these risks can be reduced by homeowners. In addition, it may take a lifetime of exposure (over xx years) in 

order to increase the risk significantly for some contaminants. It is important to note that increased risk 

does not mean that a negative health outcome will definitely occur. Instead, an increased risk translates to 

an increased chance or likelihood of a negative health outcome occurring. 

Testing of residential wells in Southern Hooksett suggests that the most common contaminants to drinking 

water in the area of study are uranium and radon. Many wells also have high levels of arsenic, manganese 

and PFAS. The majority of these contaminants have the potential to adversely impact human health 

following chronic exposure, meaning when exposure concentrations are elevated over a number of years. 

However, for certain contaminants, evidence indicates that even short-term exposure can impact health 

negatively for special populations like infants and pregnant women. Human health implications, treatment 

options and additional resources are provided below.  

Contaminants present in private wells found in the Hooksett community are associated with increased risk 

for health conditions following chronic exposure, including:  

• Certain cancers, associated with exposure to arsenic and radiological contaminants (radon and 

uranium). 

• Kidney damage, associated with chronic exposure to uranium. 
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• Neurological effects in infants and young children, associated with chronic exposure to manganese. 

• Increased cholesterol, changes in liver enzyme levels, altered hormone function, delayed growth 

in infants and potentially certain cancers, associated with chronic exposure to certain PFAS. 

• Impact to fetal growth and increased infections in first year of life, associated with acute exposure to 

arsenic during pregnancy. 

Understanding risks associated with environmental exposures can help to guide changes to reduce risk and 

to promote health. Similarly, there are a number of additional modifiable risk factors associated broadly 

with chronic disease; recommendations to reduce the overall health risk burden include eating a healthy 

and varied diet, avoiding smoking and other tobacco products, limiting consumption of sugar and sugary 

beverages, limiting alcohol consumption, incorporating physical activity into daily life, and getting adequate 

sleep. These actions, combined with appropriate water treatment, will reduce long-term health risk for 

residents of New Hampshire. It is also recommended that health risks and any specific health concerns be 

discussed between patients and medical care providers. This helps strengthen and optimize specific patient 

care.  

Conclusions 
Although some contaminants detected in Hooksett residential wells pose potential risks to human health, 

homeowners can take steps to reduce these risks. Learning about a new health risk can be worrisome for 

many people, yet there are simple and effective actions residents can take to test and then reduce the 

contaminants in their drinking water.  

At the end of this document are links to resources with additional information regarding contaminants in 

drinking water and treatment options. NHDES strongly recommends treatment of residential well water 

when contaminant levels are elevated and exceedances of health guidelines are observed. Unfortunately, 

NHDES was not able to conduct an exhaustive survey of all possible drinking water contaminants, so 

additional testing is advisable before determining any treatment system options for a home. Some 

treatment system options are not designed to remove all types of contaminants, whereas others may be 

more economically feasible and still sufficient.   

For more information on how to test well water and a guide for home buyers: 

NHDES Residential Wells webpage.   

NHDHHS Water Testing Guide  

The most effective and inexpensive method homeowners can take to remove a large spectrum of 

contaminants in their drinking water is to install a point-of-use reverse osmosis (RO) treatment system. 

These systems typically are installed under a kitchen sink or in a basement, and provide water to a 

dedicated tap at the kitchen sink and potentially a refrigerator water/ice dispenser. Depending on the type 

of treatment system and who completes the installation, installing a reverse osmosis system will cost 

approximately $200-$1500. Please note that local plumbing codes may require a permit when installing 

water treatment systems.  

For questions regarding well water test results and treatment options contact NHDES Water Analysis 

Laboratory: 

NHDES Residential Wells webpage  
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Public Health Laboratory 
New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services 
(603) 271-3445  

For questions regarding this document or concerns about environmental impact on human health, contact 

the NHDES Environmental Health Program: 

Dr. Robert Thistle 
Human Health Risk Assessor 
NH Department of Environmental Services, Environmental Health Program 
29 Hazen Drive | Concord, NH 03301 
(603) 271-4608 | Robert.Thistle@des.nh.gov    
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Appendix A: Figures 
 

Figure 1: Percentage of Residential Wells Exceeding Guidance values for Uranium and Radon  

Figure 2: Map of Residential Wells Tested for Uranium in Hooksett with Concentration Range 

Figure 3: Map of Residential Wells Tested for Radon in Hooksett with Concentration Range 
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Figure 2: Map of Residential Wells Tested for Uranium in Hooksett with Concentration Range 
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Figure 3: Map of Residential Wells Tested for Radon in Hooksett with Concentration Range 
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Appendix B: Tables 
 

Table 1: Panel of Volatile/Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells  

Table 2: Panel of Trace Metals, Metalloids, and Inorganics Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells 

Table 3: Panel of PFAS Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells  

Table 4: Radiological Isotopes Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells 

Table 5: Summary of Contaminants of Concern That Exceed Guidance Values 

Table 6: Uranium Exposure Risk Summary 

Table 7: Arsenic Exposure Risk Summary 

Table 8: Manganese Exposure Risk Summary 

Table 9: Exposure Risk Summary for Select PFAS Compounds 

Tables 10-13: Exposure Risk Summaries for Individual PFAS 

 

Notes for all Tables: 

Keys for All Output Tables – For more calculations and further details see Appendix C 

BW Body Weight; weight in kilograms 

CR  Cancer Risk; CR > 10-6 indicates increased risk 

CREG Cancer Risk Evaluation Guide; basis for how cancer risk is evaluated 

CSF  Cancer Slope Factor; a cancer specific scenario exposure factor for a contaminant 

CTE Central Tendency Exposure; the central point used from a ranged exposure data set 

CV Comparison Value; an ATSDR standard dose or concentration for a contaminant 

ED  Exposure Duration; the amount of time exposed to a contaminant 

EF Exposure Factor; a corrective factor applied to evaluation to certain contaminants 

EPC Exposure Point Concentration; the concentration that is measured at a site 

HQ  Hazard quotient; a fraction to determine if appreciable risk is present or not; HQ > 1 
indicates increased risk 

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level; a US EPA standard concentration for a contaminant 

MRL  Minimal Risk Level; an ATSDR dose at which no appreciable, non-cancer risk is expected 

NC Not Calculated 

ND Not Detected 

RME Reasonable Maximum Exposure; The maximum point used from a ranged exposure data 
set 

RMEG Reference dose Media Evaluation Guide; basis for how non-cancer risk is evaluated 
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§ Cancer risk (CR) is derived for both CTE (12 years) and RME (33 years) residential occupancy periods. For 
children, CRs are derived for a combined child receptor: CTE (12 years) and RME (21 years) at a given 
residence. For the CTE child CR, the combined child is the sum of the cancer risks for each age group for the 
first 12 years of exposure only. The RME CR for the combined child is derived by summing all the cancer 
risks for each age group from birth to < 21 years. The adult CR assumes living at the residence for 12 (CTE) 
or 33 (RME) years. Cancer risks can be calculated for contaminants with cancer slope factors stored in 
PHAST. 
 
† Hazard Quotients are greater than 1. The health assessor should conduct further toxicological evaluation. 
 
‡ Cancer risk is greater than 1.0E-6. The health assessor should conduct further toxicological evaluation. 
 
Ω Cancer risks are not calculated for pregnant women and lactating women. Their cancer risks are similar to 
an adult woman exposed for 33 years. If you would like to calculate cancer risks for pregnant women and 
lactating women, enter site-specific scenarios. 
 
1 Carcinogen; No cancer slope factor (CSF); See CVs and Health Guidelines Module for additional cancer 
class information. 
 
3 Carcinogenicity not determined; Cancer risk was not calculated. 
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Table 1: Panel of Volatile/Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells 

Analyte CAS No. Detected 
ATSDR CV 

(µg/L) 
Other Guidance Value 

(µg/L) 
% Above Guidance 

Value 

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 630-20-6 ND 0.93 70 0 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 71-55-6 ND 14,000 200 0 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 79-34-5 ND 0.12 2 0 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 79-00-5 ND 0.43 5 0 

1,1-Dichloroethane 75-34-3 ND NA 81 0 

1,1-Dichloroethene 75-35-4 ND 350 7 0 

1,1-Dichloropropene 563-58-6 ND NA NA 0 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane (TCP) 96-18-4 ND 0.4 NA 0 

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 87-61-6 ND NA 7 0 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 120-82-1 ND 70 70 0 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 95-63-6 ND 70 330 0 

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 
(DBCP) 96-12-8 ND 14 0.2 0 

1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 106-93-4 ND 0.012 0.05 0 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 95-50-1 ND 630 600 0 

1,2-Dichloroethane 107-06-2 ND 0.27 5 0 

1,2-Dichloropropane 78-87-5 ND 490 5 0 

1,3,5-Trichlorobenzene 108-70-3 ND 40 40 0 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 108-67-8 ND 70 330 0 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 541-73-1 ND 140 600 0 

1,3-Dichloropropane 142-28-9 ND NA 3,700 0 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 106-46-7 ND 490 75 0 

2,2-Dichloropropane 594-20-7 ND NA NA 0 

2-Butanone (MEK) 78-93-3 ND 4,200 4000 0 

2-Chlorotoluene 95-49-8 ND 140 100 0 

2-Hexanone 591-78-6 ND 35 38 0 

4-Chlorotoluene 106-43-4 ND 100 100 0 

4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK) 108-10-1 ND NA 2000 0 

Acetone 67-64-1 ND 6,300 6000 0 

Benzene 71-43-2 ND 0.44 5 0 

Bromobenzene 108-86-1 ND 56 60 0 

Bromochloromethane 74-97-5 ND 90 90 0 

Bromodichloromethane 75-27-4 ND 0.39 80 0 

Bromoform 75-25-2 Y 3.1 80 0 

Bromomethane 74-83-9 ND 9.8 10 0 

Carbon Disulfide 75-15-0 ND 700 70 0 

Carbon Tetrachloride 56-23-5 ND 0.35 5 0 

Chlorobenzene 108-90-7 ND 140 100 0 

Chloroethane 75-00-3 ND NA 2100 0 
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Note: No mean concentrations of VOCs exceed ATSDR CVs or Other Guidance Values. 

Y: Yes, detected, indicated with bold, yellow 

ND: Not Detected 

  

Chloroform 67-66-3 Y 70 80 0 

Chloromethane 74-87-3 ND NA 30 0 

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 156-59-2 ND 14 70 0 

cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 10061-01-5 ND NA NA 0 

Dibromochloromethane 124-48-1 ND 0.29 80 0 

Dibromomethane 74-95-3 ND NA NA 0 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 75-71-8 ND 1,400 1000 0 

Diethylether 60-29-7 ND 1,400 1400 0 

DIPE-diisopropyl ether 108-20-3 ND NA 120 0 

ETBE-ethyl-t-butyl ether 637-92-3 ND NA 40 0 

Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 ND 700 700 0 

Hexachlorobutadiene 87-68-3 ND 0.31 0.5 0 

Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 98-82-8 ND 700 800 0 

Methylene Chloride 75-09-2 ND 6.1 5 0 

Methyl-t-butyl ether (MTBE) 1634-04-4 Y 2,100 13 0 

Naphthalene 91-20-3 ND 140 100 0 

n-Butylbenzene 104-51-8 ND NA 260 0 

n-Propylbenzene 103-65-1 ND NA 260 0 

p-Isopropyltoluene 99-87-6 ND NA 260 0 

sec-Butylbenzene 135-98-8 ND NA 130 0 

Styrene 100-42-5 ND 1,400 100 0 

t-butanol 75-65-0 ND NA 40 0 

t-Butylbenzene 98-06-6 ND NA 260 0 

tert-Amyl methyl ether (TAME) 994-05-8 ND NA 140 0 

Tetrachloroethene 127-18-4 ND 12 5 0 

Tetrahydrofuran (THF) 109-99-9 ND 6,300 600 0 

Toluene 108-88-3 Y 560 1000 0 

trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 156-60-5 ND 140 100 0 

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 10061-02-6 ND NA NA 0 

Trichloroethene 79-01-6 ND 0.43 5 0 

Trichlorofluoromethane 75-69-4 ND 2,100 2000 0 

Vinyl Chloride 75-01-4 ND 0.017 2 0 

Xylenes 1330-20-7 ND 1400 NA 0 
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Table 2: Panel of Trace Metals, Metalloids, and Inorganic Molecules Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells 

Note: Bold contaminants indicate exceedance of an ATSDR CV or Other Guidance Value 

Y: Yes, detected, indicated with bold, yellow 

ND: Not Detected 

 

 

 

 

 

Analyte CAS No. Detected ATSDR CV (mg/L) 
Other Guidance 

Value (mg/L) 
% Above 

Guidance Value 

Aluminum 7429-90-5 Y 7 NA 0 

Antimony 7440-36-0 ND 0.0028 0.006 0 

Arsenic 7440-38-2 Y 0.016 0.005 3.0% 

Barium 7440-39-3 Y 1.4 2 0 

Beryllium 7440-41-7 Y 14 4 0 

Cadmium 7440-43-9 Y 0.7 5 0 

Calcium 7440-70-2 Y NA NA NA 

Chloride 16887-00-6 Y NA NA NA 

Chromium (hexavalent) 7440-47-3 Y 0.024 0.1 0 

Cobalt 7440-48-4 Y 0.07 0.07 0 

Copper (flushed) 7440-50-8 Y 0.07 1.3 0.78% 

Fluoride 16984-48-8 Y NA 4 0 

Iron 7439-89-6 Y NA NA NA 

Lead (flushed) 7439-92-1 Y 0.015 0.015 3.1% 

Magnesium 7439-95-4 Y NA NA NA 

Manganese 7439-96-5 Y 0.3 0.84 5.4% 

Molybdenum 7439-98-7 Y 0.035 NA 0.78% 

Nickel 7440-02-0 Y NA NA NA 

Nitrogen (Ammonia) 7664-41-7 ND NA NA NA 

Nitrate 14797-55-8 Y 11 10 7.3% 

Nitrite 14797-65-0 Y 0.7 1 0 

Selenium 7782-49-2 ND 0.035 0.05 NA 

Silver 14701-21-4 ND 0.035 NA NA 

Sodium 7440-23-5 Y NA 20 67.% 

Thallium 7440-28-0 ND NA 2 NA 

Uranium 7440-61-1 Y NA 30 (µg/L) 64% 

Vanadium 7440-62-2 Y 0.07 NA 0 

Zinc 7440-66-6 Y 2.1 NA 0 
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Table 3: Panel of PFAS Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells 

 

Note: Bold contaminants indicate exceedance of an ATSDR CV or Other Guidance Value (Other 

Guidance Values are from New Hampshire Ambient Groundwater Quality Standards) 

Y: Yes, detected, indicated with bold, yellow 

ND: Not Detected 

 

Table 4: Radiological Isotopes Screened in Hooksett Residential Wells 

Note: Bold contaminants indicate exceedance of an ATSDR CV or Other Guidance Value; Radon 

measured in pCi/L. 

Y: Yes, detected, indicated with bold, yellow 

ND: Not Detected 

Analyte CAS No. Detected 
ATSDR CV 

(µg/L) 
Other Guidance 

Value (µg/L) 
% Above 

Guidance Value 

6:2 fluorotelomer sulfonic acid - 6:2 FTSA 27619-97-2 Y NA NA 0 

8:2 fluorotelomer sulfonic acid - 8:2 FTSA 39108-34-4 ND NA NA 0 

n-ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamido acetic acid - 
NETFOSAA 2991-50-6 ND NA NA 0 

n-methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamido acetic acid - 
NMEFOSAA 2355-31-9 ND NA NA 0 

perfluorobutane sulfonic acid - PFBS 375-73-5 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorobutanoic acid - PFBA 375-22-4 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorodecane sulfonic acid - PFDS 335-77-3 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorodecanoic acid - PFDA 335-76-2 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorododecanoic acid - PFDOA 307-55-1 Y NA NA 0 

perfluoroheptanoic acid - PFHPA 375-85-9 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorohexadecanoic acid - PFHXDA 67905-19-5 ND NA NA 0 

perfluorohexane sulfonic acid - PFHXS 355-46-4 Y 140 18 0.60% 

perfluorohexanoic acid - PFHXA 307-24-4 Y NA NA NA 

perfluorononanoic acid - PFNA 375-95-1 Y 21 11 4.2% 

perfluorooctane sulfonic acid - PFOS 1763-23-1 Y 14 15 3.0% 

perfluorooctanesulfonamide - PFOSA 754-91-6 ND NA NA 0 

perfluorooctanoic acid - PFOA 335-67-1 Y 21 12 22% 

perfluoropentanoic acid - PFPEA 2706-90-3 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorotetradecanoic acid - PFTEA 376-06-7 Y NA NA 0 

perfluorotridecanoic acid - PFTRA 72629-94-8 Y NA NA 0 

perfluoroundecanoic acid - PFUNA 2058-94-8 Y NA NA 0 

Analyte CAS No. Detected 
ATSDR CV 

(µg/L) 
Other Guidance 

Value (µg/L) 
% Above Guidance 

Value 

Uranium 7440-61-1 Y NA 30 64% 

Radon 222 10043-92-2 Y NA 4,000 (PiC/L) 90% 
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Table 5: Summary of Contaminants of Concern Exceeding Guidance Values 

Analyte Category ATSDR CV (mg/L) Other Guidance 
Value (mg/L) 

% Above CV [Mean] (mg/L) [Maximum] (mg/L) [95% ] (mg/L) 

Arsenic Metal/ 
Metalloid 

0.016 0.005* 3% 0.0025 0.18 0.004 

Lead (flushed) Metal/ 
Metalloid 

0.015 0.015* 3.1% 0.0017 0.024 0.00748 

Manganese Metal/ 
Metalloid 

NA 0.300* 16% 0.27 8.2 0.92 

Molybdenum Metal/ 
Metalloid 

0.035 NA 0.78% 0.0057 0.17 0.0154 

Nitrate Inorganic 
10 NA 7.3% 

2.2 
 

13.4 10.4 

PFHXS PFAS 140 (µg/L) 18* (µg/L) 0.60% 2.3 (µg/L) 18 (µg/L) 8.475 (µg/L) 

PFNA PFAS 21 (µg/L) 11* (µg/L) 4.2% 1.7 (µg/L) 58 (µg/L) 4.55 (µg/L) 

PFOA PFAS 21 (µg/L) 12* (µg/L) 22% 35 (µg/L) 67 (µg/L) 16 (µg/L) 

PFOS PFAS 15 (µg/L) 14* (µg/L) 3.0% 7.6 (µg/L) 65 (µg/L) 9.975 (µg/L) 

Radon (Radon 222) Radiological/ 
Metalloid 

NA 4,000 (PiC/L)** 90% 38000 (PiC/L) 286000 (PiC/L) 119900 (PiC/L) 

Sodium Metal NA 20* 67% 37 (µg/L) 140 (µg/L) 96.55 (µg/L) 

Uranium Radiological/ 
Metalloid 

30 (µg/L) 30 (µg/L)** 64% 150 (µg/L) 1900 (µg/L) 631.5 (µg/L) 

Note: CVs and Other Guidance Values measured in mg/L unless otherwise noted. Radon measured in (PiC/L).  Bold, yellow indicates 

exceedance of an ATSDR CV or Other Guidance Value 

*Guidance Values from the State of New Hampshire and State of New Hampshire Biomonitoring 

**From EPA Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and/or recommendation 

 

 

 

A
genda Item

 #9.2.

Page 31 of 90



25 
 

Table 6: Uranium Exposure Risk Summary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Risk calculations use the Intermediate Exposure MRL provided by ATSDR for soluble uranium salts.   
Note: Demographics with increased appreciable risk shown in bold, yellow. Using the Acute Exposure MRL of 0.002 mg/kg/d identifies 
appreciable risk in identical demographics. 
  

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Uranium (EPC: 0.631 mg/L; Intermediate MRL: 0.0002 mg/kg/day; CSF: NA Using Intermediate MRL) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 0.041 0.090 35 α  450 α  

NC Ω   NC Ω   

1 

1 to < 2 years 0.017 0.049 85 α  250 
α

  1 

2 to < 6 years 0.014 0.035 68 
α  180 

α  4 

6 to < 11 years 0.010 0.028 51 
α  140 

α
  5 

11 to < 16 years 0.0071 0.022 35 
α

  110 
α  5 

16 to < 21 years 0.0068 0.022 34 
α

  110 
α

  5 

Total exposure duration for 
child cancer risk 

  21 

Adult 0.0097 0.024 48 α  120 α  NC Ω   NC Ω   78 

Pregnant Women 0.0075 0.022 
38 α  110 α  

NC Ω   

Lactating Women 0.014 0.031 
72 α  160 α  

NC Ω   

Birth to < 21 years + 12 
years during adulthood 

‡Do not use this cancer risk unless you have a scenario where children are likely to continue to live in their childhood home as 
adults.  
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Table 7: Arsenic Exposure Risk Summary 

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Arsenic (EPC: 0.004 mg/L; Chronic MRL: 0.000 mg/kg/day; CSF: 1.5 (mg/kg/day)-1) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 0.00026 0.00057 0.86 1.9 † 

2.8E-5 ‡ 7.8E-5 ‡ 

1 

1 to < 2 years 0.00011 0.00031 0.36 1.0 † 1 

2 to < 6 years 8.6E-05 0.00022 0.29 0.75 4 

6 to < 11 years 6.4E-05 0.00018 0.21 0.59 5 

11 to < 16 years 4.5E-05 0.00014 0.15 0.46 5 

16 to < 21 years 4.3E-05 0.00014 0.14 0.46 5 

Total exposure duration for child 

cancer risk 
  21 

Adult 6.1E-05 0.00015 0.20 0.52 9.2E-5 ‡ 2.3E-4 ‡ 78 

Pregnant Women 4.8E-05 0.00014 0.16 0.47 NC Ω   

Lactating Women 9.1E-05 0.00020 0.30 0.66 NC Ω   

Birth to < 21 years + 12 years 

during adulthood 

‡Do not use this cancer risk unless you have a scenario where children are likely to continue to live in their childhood home as 

adults.  

Note: Risk calculations use the Chronic Exposure MRL provided by ATSDR for arsenic. 
Note: Demographics with increased appreciable risk shown in bold, yellow. 
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Table 8: Manganese Exposure Risk Summary 

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Manganese (EPC: 0.92 mg/L; Chronic RfD: 0.14 mg/kg/day; CSF: NA Using Chronic RfD) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 0.059 0.13 0.42 0.94 

NC Ω   NC Ω   

1 

1 to < 2 years 0.025 0.072 0.18 0.51 1 

2 to < 6 years 0.020 0.052 0.14 0.37 4 

6 to < 11 years 0.015 0.041 0.11 0.29 5 

11 to < 16 years 0.010 0.032 0.074 0.23 5 

16 to < 21 years 0.0098 0.031 0.071 0.22 5 

Total exposure duration for 
child cancer risk 

  21 

Adult 0.014145 0.036 0.10 0.25 NC Ω   NC Ω 78 

Pregnant Women 0.010989589 0.033 0.078 0.23 NC Ω   

Lactating Women 0.021046575 0.045 0.15 0.32 NC Ω   

Birth to < 21 years + 12 
years during adulthood 

‡Do not use this cancer risk unless you have a scenario where children are likely to continue to live in their childhood home as adults.  

Note: Risk calculations use the Rfd provided by EPA for manganese. 
Note: Daily doses do not exceed conservative protective limits.   
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Table 9: Exposure Risk Summary for Select PFAS Compounds 

    Detected Chronic HQ Intermediate HQ Acute HQ Cancer Risk 

Analyte NH Health Limit* 
[ATSDR 

MRL] Units Max q95 Max q95 Max q95 Max q95 Max q95 

              

PFOS 15 14 ng/L 65 9.975 4.6 0.71 4.6 0.71 NC NC NC NC 

PFOA 12 21 ng/L 67 16 3.2 0.76 3.2 0.76 NC NC ≤ 1.0E-6 ≤ 1.0E-6 

PFHXS 18 140 ng/L 18 8.475 0.13 0.06 0.13 0.06 NC NC NC NC 

PFNA 11 21 ng/L 58 4.55 2.8 0.22 2.8 0.22 NC NC NC NC 

Note: Using either ATSDR Minimum Risk Level derived drinking water concentrations or NH Health Limits* (set by NH Ambient Groundwater 
Quality Standards) for risk calculations, daily doses do not exceed conservative protective limits.  For individual compounds by demographic 
see Tables 10-13. 
HQ = hazard quotient 
Max = maximum concentration detected 
q95 = 95% Upper Confidence Interval of the mean
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Tables 10-13: Exposure Risk Summaries for Individual PFAS 

PFHxS 

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Perfluorohexane sulfonic acid (PFHxS) (EPC: 8.475E-06 mg/L; Intermediate MRL: 2E-05 mg/kg/day; CSF: 

NA3 Using INT MRL #) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 5.50E-07 1.20E-06 0.027 0.06 

NC Ω   NC Ω   

1 

1 to < 2 years 2.30E-07 6.60E-07 0.011 0.033 1 

2 to < 6 years 1.80E-07 4.80E-07 0.0092 0.024 4 

6 to < 11 years 1.40E-07 3.70E-07 0.0068 0.019 5 

11 to < 16 years 9.50E-08 2.90E-07 0.0048 0.015 5 

16 to < 21 years 9.10E-08 2.90E-07 0.0046 0.014 5 

Total exposure duration for child 

cancer risk 
  21 

Adult 1.30E-07 3.30E-07 0.0065 0.016 NC Ω   NC Ω   78 

Pregnant Women 1.00E-07 3.00E-07 0.0051 0.015 NC Ω   

Lactating Women 1.90E-07 4.20E-07 0.0097 0.021 NC Ω   

Note: Daily doses do not exceed conservative protective limits.   

 

 

A
genda Item

 #9.2.

Page 36 of 90

https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends3
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends#
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends%E2%84%A6
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends%E2%84%A6
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends%E2%84%A6
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends%E2%84%A6
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends%E2%84%A6
https://csams.cdc.gov/PHAST/Dose/Index?medium=Water&pathway=WaterIngestion&mode=Regular&scenarioId=4317#Legends%E2%84%A6


30 
 

PFOA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: Daily doses do not exceed conservative protective limits.   

 
 

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) (EPC: 1.6E-05 mg/L; Intermediate MRL: 3E-06 mg/kg/day; CSF: 0.07 

(mg/kg/day)-1 Using INT MRL #) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 1.00E-06 2.30E-06 0.34 0.76 

5.3E-9 1.5E-8 

1 

1 to < 2 years 4.30E-07 1.30E-06 0.14 0.42 1 

2 to < 6 years 3.50E-07 9.00E-07 0.12 0.3 4 

6 to < 11 years 2.60E-07 7.10E-07 0.086 0.24 5 

11 to < 16 years 1.80E-07 5.60E-07 0.06 0.19 5 

16 to < 21 years 1.70E-07 5.50E-07 0.057 0.18 5 

Total exposure duration for child 

cancer risk 
  21 

Adult 2.50E-07 6.20E-07 0.082 0.21 1.7E-8 4.3E-8 78 

Pregnant Women 1.90E-07 5.70E-07 0.064 0.19 
NC Ω   

Lactating Women 3.60E-07 7.90E-07 0.12 0.26 
NC Ω   
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PFOS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Daily doses do not exceed conservative protective limits.   

 

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Perfluorooctane sulfonic acid (PFOS) (EPC: 9.975E-06 mg/L; Intermediate MRL: 2E-06 mg/kg/day; CSF: 

NA1 Using INT MRL #) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 6.40E-07 1.40E-06 0.32 0.71 

NC Ω   NC Ω   

1 

1 to < 2 years 2.70E-07 7.80E-07 0.13 0.39 1 

2 to < 6 years 2.20E-07 5.60E-07 0.11 0.28 4 

6 to < 11 years 1.60E-07 4.40E-07 0.08 0.22 5 

11 to < 16 years 1.10E-07 3.50E-07 0.056 0.17 5 

16 to < 21 years 1.10E-07 3.40E-07 0.054 0.17 5 

Total exposure duration for child 

cancer risk 
  21 

Adult 1.50E-07 3.90E-07 0.076 0.19 NC Ω   NC Ω   78 

Pregnant Women 1.20E-07 3.50E-07 0.06 0.18 NC Ω   

Lactating Women 2.30E-07 4.90E-07 0.11 0.25 NC Ω   
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PFNA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Daily doses do not exceed conservative protective limits.   

 

  

  

Exposure Group 

Site-Specific Scenario Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) (EPC: 4.55E-05 mg/L; Intermediate MRL: 3E-06 mg/kg/day; CSF: NA Using 

INT MRL #) 

Chronic Dose (mg/kg/day) Chronic Hazard Quotient Cancer Risk 

CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME ED (yrs) 

Birth to < 1 year 2.90E-07 6.50E-07 0.098 0.22 

NC Ω   NC Ω   

1 

1 to < 2 years 1.20E-07 3.60E-07 0.041 0.12 1 

2 to < 6 years 9.80E-08 2.60E-07 0.033 0.085 4 

6 to < 11 years 7.30E-08 2.00E-07 0.024 0.067 5 

11 to < 16 years 5.10E-08 1.60E-07 0.017 0.053 5 

16 to < 21 years 4.90E-08 1.60E-07 0.016 0.052 5 

Total exposure duration for child 

cancer risk 
  21 

Adult 7.00E-08 1.80E-07 0.023 0.059 NC Ω   NC Ω   78 

Pregnant Women 5.40E-08 1.60E-07 0.018 0.054 NC Ω   

Lactating Women 1.00E-07 2.20E-07 0.035 0.075 NC Ω   
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Appendix C: Calculations, Exposure Parameters and Exposure Factors 
 

Contaminants of concern were evaluated further using ATSDR’s online Public Health Assessment Site 

Tool (PHAST). Concentrations were entered as 95% of the concentration mean, and intake rate (IR), 

exposure factor (EF) and body weight (BW) were entered as default fault values described in ATSDR’s 

Exposure Dose Guidance for Water Ingestion and summarized in the tables below. These equations yield 

an exposure dose (D) in milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg)/day for each population demographic 

listed, which is compared to a corresponding protective dose as described in each scenario. For 

example, this corresponding protective dose is often an ATSDR MRL, EPA MCL, or State of New 

Hampshire guidance value for AGQSs. 

ATSDR Comparison Values 

ATSDR CVs are media-specific concentrations used to screen and identify contaminants that require 

additional evaluation due to concern for health risks CVs can be based on either carcinogenic or non-

carcinogenic effects (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 2018). CVs based on 

carcinogenic effects account for a lifetime exposure with a calculated excess lifetime cancer risk of one 

extra case per one million exposed people. When a cancer and non-cancer CV exists for the same 

chemical, the lower of these values is used in the data comparison to ensure a more protective 

assessment. 

CVs are derived using standard default exposure assumptions and are not site-specific. For contaminants 

detected below their respective CVs, exposure is not anticipated to result in adverse health effects. 

Contaminants detected at concentrations that exceed their respective CVs, do not necessarily represent 

a health threat. For oral exposure, non-cancer health effects are evaluated with either Environmental 

Media Exposure Guides (EMEGs) or MRLs and cancerous effects with Cancer Risk Evaluation Guides 

(CREGs). CVs for the concentrations of contaminants of concern are presented in Table 5. Water 

contaminant concentrations that exceeded at least one CV were evaluated quantitatively.  Doses used in 

PHAST default to the most protective EMEG or CREG for all scenarios considered. 

ATSDR MRLs for Uranium and Radon 

 Uranium: An MRL of (0.002 mg/kg)/day has been derived for acute-duration oral exposure (≤15 

days) to soluble compounds of uranium. 

 An MRL of 0.0002 (mg/kg)/day has been derived for intermediate-duration oral exposure (15– 364 

days) to soluble compounds of uranium. 

 Derivation of an MRL using the NOAEL of (54 mg/kg)/day identified in the two-year uranyl fluoride 

rat study (Maynard and Hodge 1949; Maynard et al. 1953) as the point of departure was considered; 

the NOAEL/LOAEL approach was used because the lack of incidence data for most exposure groups 

precluded using benchmark dose analysis to identify a point of departure. Using this point of 

departure would result in a MRL that is higher than the intermediate-duration oral MRL for uranium; 

thus, a chronic-duration oral MRL has not been derived (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 

Registry, 2013). 

 Due to lack of consistent drinking water MRL toxicity data in humans, ATSDR recommends using 

EPA’s MCL of 30 µg/L for exposure comparison. 
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 Radon: No acute-, intermediate-, or chronic-duration oral MRLs have been derived for radon due to 

a lack of suitable human or animal data regarding health effects following oral exposure to radon 

and its progeny (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 2012) 

 As both uranium and radon are radioactive, naturally-occurring environmental elements with 

limited CVs, ATSDR subject matter experts were invited to review the sampling data and provide 

recommendations for public health implications. All radionuclides are considered potentially 

carcinogenic, although the radioactivity of naturally-occurring uranium and radon is low. 

 

 

Exposure Parameters 

Water Ingestion Exposure Dose Equation 

D = (C * IR * EF) / BW 

D = Exposure Dose (mg/kg)/day, C = Contaminant Concentration (mg/L), IR = Intake Rate (L/day), 

EF = Exposure Factor (unitless), BW = Body Weight (kg) 

 

Exposure Group 
Body Weight 

(kg) 

Age-Specific Exposure Duration 

(years) 

Intake Rate 

(L/day) 

CTE 

(Central Tendency 

Exposure) 

RME 

(Reasonable Maximum 

Exposure) 

Custom 

Birth to < 1 year 7.8 1 0.504 1.11  

1 to < 2 years 11.4 1 0.308 0.893  

2 to < 6 years 17.4 4 0.376 0.977  

6 to < 11 years 31.8 5 0.511 1.4  

11 to < 16 years 56.8 5 0.637 1.98  

16 to < 21 years 71.6 5 0.770 2.44  

Adult 80 78 1.23 3.09  

Pregnant Women 73 NA 0.872 2.59  

Lactating Women 73 NA 1.67 3.59  
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Exposure Factors 

Duration Days Weeks Years 

Non-Cancer 

Exposure 

Factor 

Acute  1 

Intermediate 7  1 

Chronic 7 52.14 78 1 

 

EF cancer = EF non-cancer x Age-Specific 

Exposure Duration (years)/78 years 

 

Keys for All Output Tables 

§ Cancer risk (CR) is derived for both CTE (12 years) and RME (33 years) residential occupancy periods. 
For children, CRs are derived for a combined child receptor: CTE (12 years) and RME (21 years) at a given 
residence. For the CTE child CR, the combined child is the sum of the cancer risks for each age group for 
the first 12 years of exposure only. The RME CR for the combined child is derived by summing all the 
cancer risks for each age group from birth to < 21 years. The adult CR assumes living at the residence for 
12 (CTE) or 33 (RME) years. Cancer risks can be calculated for contaminants with cancer slope factors 
stored in PHAST. 
 
† Hazard Quotients are greater than 1. The health assessor should conduct further toxicological 
evaluation. 
 
‡ Cancer risk is greater than 1.0E-6. The health assessor should conduct further toxicological evaluation. 
 
Ω Cancer risks are not calculated for pregnant women and lactating women. Their cancer risks are 
similar to an adult woman exposed for 33 years. If you would like to calculate cancer risks for pregnant 
women and lactating women, enter site-specific scenarios. 
 
1 Carcinogen; No cancer slope factor (CSF); See CVs and Health Guidelines Module for additional cancer 
class information. 
 
3 Carcinogenicity not determined; Cancer risk was not calculated. 
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Appendix D: Additional Resources 
 

1. “Be Well Informed” – Information and Guidance for Treating Your Well Water 

2. General link to Drinking Water Quality Information (includes relevant information and links to 

factsheets on arsenic, radionuclides/uranium and other contaminants)  

3. New Hampshire Department of Human Services Radon Program 

4. EPA Radon Program 

5. Cost Effective Air Radon Testing: 

American Lung Association Radon Basics 

National Radon Program Services  

6. NH PFAS Investigation (includes information about ongoing investigations, water testing and 

water treatment options) 

7. ATSDR PFAS FAQs 

8. NHDES PFAS Sampling Results Data Viewer 

 

Agenda Item #9.2.

Page 43 of 90

https://www4.des.state.nh.us/DWITool/Welcome.aspx
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https://www.epa.gov/radon
https://www.lung.org/clean-air/at-home/indoor-air-pollutants/radon
https://sosradon.org/test-kits
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/nh-pfas-investigation/
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/resources/pfas-faqs.html
https://nhdes.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=66770bef141c43a98a445c54a17720e2&extent=-73.5743,42.5413,-69.6852,45.4489
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: Motion to accept a donation of labor for painting valued under $5,000 of the Fire 

side of the Safety Center by NH Department of Corrections to the Town of 
Hooksett for the Hooksett Fire-Rescue Department 

Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Fire and Rescue 
Staff Contact: Regina Howard, Administrative Assistant 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

NH Department of Corrections offers municipalities the use of vetted work-release inmates to conduct 
projects, such as painting, landscaping, or similar projects.  We have requested them for painting of 
the Fire Department side of the Safety Center.  Supplies are being provided by Public Works.  This 
will ultimately be a savings for the Town. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Accept donation of painting services from NH Department of Corrections of under $5,000 value, to 
the Town of Hooksett for the Hooksett Fire-Rescue Donation Line per RSA 31:95-e ll 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

Motion to Accept donation of painting services from NH Department of Corrections of under $5,000 
value, to the Town of Hooksett for the Hooksett Fire-Rescue Donation Line per RSA 31:95-e ll 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Concur 
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: Nominations and Appointments - April 28th 
Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Administration 
Staff Contact: Nick Germain, Project Coordinator 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

On their April 14th Meeting, town council chose to nominate a number of individuals. 
  
John Giotas for the Recycling and Transfer Advisory Board. He is a longtime town volunteer and 
current Alternate to the R&T Board 
  
Robert Schroeder for the Recycling and Transfer Advisory Board. Mr. Schroeder is similarly a current 
alternate to the R&T Board and is a longtime town volunteer. 
  
Michelle Gannon for the Economic Development Advisory Committee. She is a resident and a 
business community member in Hooksett.  
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

N/A 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

n/a EDAC may have more applicants than full positions currently. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Vote to appoint all individuals 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

"I motion to appoint Robert Schroeder to the Recycling and Transfer Advisory Board to a term 
expiring 6/30/2022" 
"I motion to appoint John Giotas to the Recycling and Transfer Advisory Board to a term expiring 
6/30/2024" 
"I motion to appoint Michelle Gannon [as an Alternate or member] to the Economic Development 
Advisory Committee to a term expiring 6/30/2023" 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Concur 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
Michelle Gannon 
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Town of Hooksett 
    

 
     

APPLICATION FOR APPOINTED TOWN BOARD POSITION 
 
Date Submitted:  ________________________________________________________ 
 
Name:  ___________________________  Phone:  _____________________________ 
 
Address:  ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Email Address: _________________________________________________________ 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
**************************************************************************************************** 
Return completed form to:  Town of Hooksett, 35 Main Street, Hooksett NH 03106, 

Attn:  Administration Department or email to NGermain@hooksett.org  

**************************************************************************************************** 
I am willing to serve on the following Town Boards/Committees/Commissions.  I understand if 
appointed, I am required to attend the regular meetings. 
 

BOARDS, COMMISSIONS & COMMITTEES 
Role Preference 

Alternate, Regular, or None? 
 
___  Conservation Commission       _________________ 
 
___  Economic Development Advisory Committee                          _________________ 
 
___  Heritage Commission       _________________ 
 
___  Parks & Recreation Advisory Board     _________________ 
 
___  Planning Board        _________________ 
 
___  Recycling & Transfer Advisory Committee    _________________ 
 
___  Town Hall Preservation Committee     _________________ 
 
___  Zoning Board of Adjustment      _________________ 
 
___  Other  (Please specify.)       _________________ 
 
 

April 6, 2021
Michelle Gannon 603-494-7327 

17 Laurel Road, Hooksett, NH  03106
michelle@cbcrealty.com

4
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 2 
 
How long have you been a resident of Hooksett? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why are you seeking this position? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Do you have any specific goals or objectives? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list special skills, talents or experience pertinent to the position sought: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list any potential conflicts of interest you may have if appointed for a board or commission: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list any work, volunteer, and/or educational experience you would like to have considered: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please list any current/prior Town board membership and the dates of service: 

I have lived in Hooksett since the age of 3 (1971) and own Coldwell Banker Classic Realty

As a Realtor and Business owner, (home owner), its important to me to make Hooksett a 
place that is attractive for businesses and families to want to come to our community.

There are no specific goals for me, just a different perspective I hope to bring to the table 

I have some insight into the value of this committee and how it can help Hooksett to thrive, 
but my long term experience in my industry and my love for this community is why I am 
wanting to be a part of this board

None

I help with Salvation Army, Town welfare dept & food pantry when needed

None
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: Lilac Bridge Memorial Landscaping – AMENDMENT TO STAFF REPORT  

Bruce A. Thomas, P.E., April 28, 2021 (Tabled at April 14th Meeting) 
 

Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Community Development 
Staff Contact: Bruce Thomas, Town Engineer 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

Revised recommendation:  Approve of award of Landscaping Contract to Blue Ribbon 
Property Improvements for $16,366 and to purchase a bollard for $1,319 for the total cost of 
$17,685 and further recommends that the project funding of $17,685 be provided from the 
Public Recreation Facilities Impact Fee account. 
  
Based on input from residents concerned about the project, I wish to revise the proposed 
contract to:  
  

• Double the number of lilac shrubs (adds $3,150), 
• Eliminate the flower beds due to anticipated lack of maintenance (removes $3,150), 
• Include stone dust walkway (same as initial recommendation), 
• Add back in the curb installation to prevent trespassing and traffic across site. 
• Add an additional 22’ of curb to block off area between walk and existing pump station facility 

(adds $1,056), 
• Add Irrigation system. 
• Add Bollard on pathway. 
• The loam and seed installation, Irrigation system pavement trenching and bollard installation, 

will be done by the Department of Public works within their budget (same as initial 
recommendation). 

• Note:  I investigated adding three parking spaces along the cul-de-sac, but due to curb and ADA 
parking issues it did not appear workable to add the spaces. 

Based on the above, I recommend that the Town hires Blue Ribbon Properties to do the work 
as described for $16,366 and that the Town expend $1,319 for a bollard.  I further 
recommend that the project funding ($17,685 ) be provided from the Public Recreation 
Facilities Impact Fee account also known as the “Parks Impact Fees” funds.  As of January 
31, 2021, the balance in this account was $123,376.29.  The balance after this project is 
completed will be $105,691.29.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
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The total price of $17,685 will be funded from the Public Recreation Facilities Impact Fees 
account 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

None 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

The Staff recommends that Blue Ribbon Property Improvements be contracted to do the work 
for $16,366 and the Town purchases a bollard for $1,319 for the total cost of $17,685 and 
further recommends that the project funding of $17,685 be provided from the Public 
Recreation Facilities Impact Fee account. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

Motion to award the project to Blue Ribbon Property Improvements and contract with them to do the 
work for $16,366, and allow the Town to purchase a bollard for $1,319 and further recommends that 
the project funding of $17,685 be provided from the Public Recreation Facilities Impact Fee account. 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Concur. Council wanted concurrence from the State on the improvements Hooksett plans to make on 
their property. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1 Lilac Monument Landscaping Cost Summary 
2 Landscape Plan 11 x 17 WITH IRRIGATION 
3 Proposal_4570_from_BLUE_RIBBON_COMPANIES 
4 Bollard Quote 
5 Bollard Detail 
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(NHDOT 609.01)

EXISTING MONUMENT

EXISTING BENCHES
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4' WIDE STONE DUST
WALKWAY

LOAM & SEED
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LANDSCAPING PLAN - 2021
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IRRIGATION HEAD
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QTY DESCRIPTION RATE AMOUNT

6 COST OF LILAC TREES AND INSTALLATION: 
Includes installation of (6) 6-7' B&B Syringa  vulgaris 
Common Name: Common Purple Lilac

525.00 3,150.00

1 COST OF FLOWERS AND FLOWER BEDS:
Includes installation of 2 landscape beds approx. 70' x 3' (420 SF); 10 YDS 
Garden Mix (loam and compost mix) 8" deep; approx. 105 perennials / 
ornamental grasses spaced approx. 24" apart

3,150.00 3,150.00

1 COST OF STONE DUST AND INSTALLATION:
Includes installation of stone dust 6" thick in areas totalling approx. 700 SF as 
shown on plan. (13 YDS); No base prep included.  Will be installed over 
existing base.

950.00 950.00

11,710 COST OF LOAM AND SEEDING: 
Includes 11,710 SF of loam at 4" depth, labor and equipment to spread, finish 
hand raking and hydroseed

0.70 8,197.00

95 COST OF GRANITE CURB INSTALLATION: 
Includes installation of 95' linear feet of straight granite curb around cul-de-sac 
as shown on the plan and per NHDOT 609.1; Curb shall be backfilled with 
concrete

48.00 4,560.00

1 IRRIGATION
Includes installation of irrigation for new lawn areas and plantings.

3,500.00 3,500.00

TOTAL       $23,507.00

Thank you for allowing Blue Ribbon the opportunity to provide you with this quote. We look forward to working 
with you on your project.

Accepted by: ________________________________   Accepted Date:__________________

DATE
PROPOSAL NO.

02/16/2021
4570

HOOKSETT HIGHWAY DEPT
210 W RIVER RD
HOOKSETT, NH  03106

Sales Rep

BLUE RIBBON COMPANIES
17 LEHOUX DRIVE
PO BOX 16717
HOOKSETT, NH 03106
(603) 624-5400
accounting@blueribbonnh.com
www.blueribbonnh.com

Your website
Your email

PROPOSAL
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MaxiForce'”
Tvaf?c Conlml Bollalds

QUOTATION NUMBER: QUO-10742-L4X2Jx
QUOTE VALIDITY: 4/I3/202i —5/I3/2021
REFERENCE: Tuwn of Hooksell Bollard, Hookscu, NH

DATE: Apnl 13.202]

Blur Ember Tr:n:l1nn1ogics,[.|.C
7560 Main Street
Sykesvillc. MDZl72l4
410-552-9888 Phone
4l(J—55Z—9939 Fax

am To:
Tuwn urHuukven

Alln Bruce Thomas
15 Main St
Hooksen. NH 03 ms
(603) 41941003
bmama.@hook=en mg

snip To:

D:ar Brucc.

2|0 w Rim Rd , llookscn. NH

Ihank you for the opporlunily In suppun )ou on your project We are pleased lu quole Ihc following Blue
Ember slandard pro1lucl<on a furnish-onl) basis in response to your rec:nI requeq.

Bluc Ember Technologies, LLC proposes to furnish-only the followmg'

PRICE PROPOSAL

[Pnonucr ID lPRDDUC’l‘DESCRIPTION l Qty l PRICE I TOTAL l
MCSW-SSI-S Maxll-‘oresCo|lapsIb1e(MC)Bnllard, Standard l.0UO0U $1,079.00 $1,379.00

Style (5) Reclangular Body. Wrench (W)
Operated. Standard Style 1 (SS1) Head. Simplc
(S) East. oneWrench Included Per Every I0
Uniis

l’(‘ Powder (‘oat The Entire A5s=IulJl_\—- hullnrd L00000 $60.00 $60.00
color to be selected, base to be Black Fine
Texture

sumuu $I,I3900

$130 00
$0 on

$1,319.00
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1

2

2

3

3

4

4

A A

B B

C C

D D
MaxiForce™ Traffic Control Bollards
7560 Main Street
Sykesville, MD 21784
410-552-9888 (phone)  - 410-552-9939 (fax)
www.maxiforcebollards.com  -  sales@maxiforcebollards.com

Scale NA
MCSW-SS1-S

1 Of1 DO NOT SCALE DRAWING Sheet
File Name

C
Size

Created

Model

1
Drawing Rev.

  PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL
 
THIS DRAWING CONTAINS PROPRIETARY 
INFORMATION OF BLUE EMBER TECHNOLOGIES, 
LLC. ANY USE OF THIS DRAWING OR THE 
INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN FOR OTHER 
THAN THE PURPOSE FOR WHICH THIS DRAWING IS 
FURNISHED IS FORBIDDEN.

11/2/2009

Base WeightBollard Assy. Weight

MCSW-SS1-S

14 lbs58 lbs

MaxiForce™ Collapsible Bollard
Standard Body, Wrench Operated, Standard Style 1 Head, Simple Base

- Low Maintenance / Durable steel construction
- One year warranty / Protected by $1,000,000 in liability insurance
- No complex assembly required in the field
- Custom sizes, options, colors and finishes available upon request
- Finish options available (add code to the end of the model number)
   -  Powder coated (PC)
   -  Powder coated with DRYZINC primer (PCZ)
   -  Hot dip galvanized (G)
   -  Hot dip galvanized & powder coated (GPC)
- Reflective tape available upon request

AHJ approved in many cities / counties / campuses for
use in fire lanes per International Fire Code (IFC) 503

Patented fire hydrant wrench
operation works with any standard
fire hydrant wrench by turning the

nut 1/4 turn to unlock and lower
the bollard. (1-3/8" nut standard)

*Free standard hydrant wrench
included with each order

Patented break-away
design allows instant 

emergency access 
without a key. This unit

can be pushed over with
the bumper of a vehicle.

6"

32"
Above Grade

40"
Overall Height

3 5/8"
Clearance

3"

SS1 Head

8"
Below Grade

Simple Base

3" x 6" Tube

3" x 6 3/4"
Top Plate

Flush surface when bollard is removed.
Leaves no tripping hazard and

won't catch snow plows or other
maintenance equipment.
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: Social Media Policy 
Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Administration 
Staff Contact: Nick Germain, Project Coordinator 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

Staff and legal counsel have been working on a draft social media policy for the Town of Hooksett. 
The purpose of this effort is for the first time to begin regulating use of a particular type of town 
property in a consistent way. Although various official municipal entities have had social media for in 
some cases decades now, the legal framework surrounding this subject has slowly evolved and 
become more robust. Simultaneously, entities like the New Hampshire Municipal Association and 
International City Managers Association report that mismanaging social media is becoming 
increasingly legally consequential and costly. 
  
 Characteristics of the policy will  include establishing a responsible way of designating what town 
social media will be deemed official and how they are managed from day-to-day to the long term. The 
Core of the policy is based off a model from Drummond and Woodsum with heavy lcoalization and 
specification for Hooksett implemented by Town Staff. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

N/A at this time. There are social media archival soft wares available that could be of use in the 
current legal landscape surrounding social media and governmental use, but their value would 
depend on the Town's weighing of costs, benefits, and risks versus practices put in place here. 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

This does change what the town does currently with regards to social media. Conceivably, this could  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Listen to staff explanations and read over available documentation. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

- 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Review the draft policy for possible future adoption 
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: Martins Ferry Road Erosion Status Update 
Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Community Development 
Staff Contact: Bruce Thomas, Town Engineer 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

Severe erosion has taken place along Martins Ferry Road near the intersection of North River 
Road.  The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) is requiring a 
Standard Dredge and Fill Wetland Permit for the work.  I am working through the RFP 
process to obtain a qualified  Consultant to prepare this permit and develop plans to repair the 
embankment.  I will provide a status of this process at the April 28th Town Council meeting. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Unknown at this time, however it is expected that the required wetland permit will cost about 
$20,000 or perhaps more.  I received a quote from Advanced Excavating to repair the 
embankment for $17,735, however, that quote was without any involvement from the NHDES.  
The final construction cost will likely be more than that amount, perhaps a significant amount 
more.  Funding sources will be identified at a later date.  
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

None 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

For information only.  No recommendation at this time, although a recommendation on how to 
proceed may be presented at the meeting. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

For information only.  No motion at this time, although a motion on how to proceed may be presented 
at the meeting. 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Update from Town Engineer on the status of this project 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

MARTINS FERRY ROAD EROSION 2 
MARTINS FERRY ROAD EROSION 4 
MARTINS FERRY ROAD EROSION 6 
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 Town Council 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Town Council 
Title: Classification Pay Plan (non-union) Maximum Levels 
Meeting: Town Council - 28 Apr 2021 
Department: Administration 
Staff Contact: Donna Fitzpatrick, Human Resource Coordinator 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

The Classification Pay Plan was last updated 02/10/2021.  Plan updates are now needed to add 2.0% 
to the maximum level of each grade.  The plan is for non-union employees of the Town of Hooksett.  
The 2% COLA was voted favorably per warrant on 03/09/2021. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

non-union raise article, " To see if the town will vote to raise and appropriate the sum of $140,387.00 
for salaries and benefits for the non-union full-time and part-time Town and Library personnel. 
Estimated tax rate impact is $0.07." 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

N/A 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Motion to approve updated Classification Pay Plan as presented for effective date 07/01/2021. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION: 

Motion to approve updated Classification Pay Plan as presented for effective date 07/01/2021. 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Concur 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Copy of CLASSIFICATION PAY PLAN - TC Mtg 04282021 
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TOWN OF HOOKSETT
Classification Pay Plan 02/10/202104/28/2021

MINIMUM MAXIMUM EXEMPT NON-EXEMPT

Call Firefighter 11.00$         23.36$           Non-Exempt
Custodian 22,880$       48,586$         Non-Exempt
Scale Attendant Non-Exempt
Secretary 12.00$         26.01$           Non-Exempt
Recording Clerk 24,960$       54,126$         Non-Exempt
Call Fire Lieutenant 12.17$         24.42$           Non-Exempt

25,314$       50,808$         
Call Captain 12.81$         25.72$           Non-Exempt

26,645$       53,499$         
Finance Clerk 13.08$         26.26$           Non-Exempt

27,206$       54,611$         
Vacant 13.58$         27.23$           

28,246$       56,656$         
Vacant 13.90$         27.90$           

28,912$       58,013$         
Call Fire District Chief 14.91$         29.93$           Non-Exempt

31,013$       62,237$         
Administrative Assistant 14.95$         30.01$           Non-Exempt
Clerk/Deputy Tax Collector 31,096$       62,417$         Non-Exempt
Police Administrative Clerk Non-Exempt
Police Prosecution Assistant Non-Exempt
Police Administrative Assistant/Receptionist Non-Exempt
Vacant 15.27$         30.65$           

31,762$       63,750$         
Vacant 15.98$         32.09$           

33,238$       66,729$         
Vacant 16.76$         33.63$           

34,861$       69,954$         
Vacant 17.80$         35.72$           

37,024$       74,312$         
Forest Fire  Warden 18.75$         37.71$           Non-Exempt
Project Coordinator 39,000$       78,470$         Exempt
Human Resource Coordinator Exempt
Police Executive Assistant Non-Exempt
Family Services Director 19.27$         38.78$           Non-Exempt

40,082$       80,648$         
Code Enforcement Officer 19.34$         38.82$           Non-Exempt
Tax Collector 40,227$       80,738$         Exempt
Police Dispatch Supervisor 20.00$         40.50$           *Non-Exempt (Salary)

41,600$       84,251$         
Police Sergeant 21.45$         38.95$           Non-Exempt

44,616$       80,804$         
Police Lieutenant Patrol Officers 22.52$         45.20$           *Non-Exempt (Salary)

46,842$       94,012$         
Assessor 23.04$         46.24$           Exempt

47,923$       96,170$         
Vacant 23.43$         45.28$           

48,734$       94,190$         
Finance Director 23.27$         46.71$           Exempt

48,402$       97,148$         
Assistant Fire Chief 25.19$         49.79$           Exempt
Police Captain Operations Support 52,395$       103,551$       Exempt
Police Prosecutor Exempt
Vacant 27.02$         54.82$           

56,202$       114,025$       
Fire Chief 30.87$         58.72$           Exempt
Police Chief 64,210$       122,141$       Exempt
Public Works Director Exempt
Town Administrator 31.44$         76.61$           Exempt

65,395$       159,364$       

Annual minimum and maximum ranges apply to full-time non-union positions only and are based on a 40-hour work week
Hourly minimum and maximum rates apply to all non-union positions regardless of full-time, part-time, or other status.

Original adoption date:  March 24, 2010.  
Amendment date: February 10, 2021 for effective date February 10, 2021 April 28, 2021 for effective date July 1, 2021.

*Refer to Hooksett Police Department Administrative/Operations Directive for Administering of Overtime for Lieutenant and Dispatch Supervisor.

The Classification Pay Plan may not include all seasonal or part-time per diem positions. 

02/13/13 Town Council approved that from now on the maximum level amounts would automatically increase by the amount of any COLA or COLA-type increases, but not merit increases.  07/01/13 Town Council 
approved 2% COLA.  07/01/14 2% COLA per budget voted 5/13/14. 07/01/15 3% COLA per budget voted 5/12/15.  07/01/16 3% F/T & 2% P/T COLA per budget voted 05/10/16 & TC approval 05/25/16. 07/01/17 
2% F/T & P/T COLA per budget voted 03/14/17 & TC approval 05/10/17.  07/01/18 2% F/T & P/T wage increase per warrant voted 03/13/18 & TC approval 05/23/18  to raise maximum levels by 2%. 07/01/19 
2.25% F/T & P/T wage increase per TC approval 06/12/2019 to raise maximum levels by 2.25%.  07/01/2020 2.5% F/T &  P/T wage increase per warrant article voted 03/10/2020 & TC approval  04/22/2020 to 
raise maximum levels by 2.5%. 07/01/2021 2.0% F/T &  P/T wage increase per warrant article voted 03/9/2021 & TC approval  04/28/2021 to raise maximum levels by 2.0%. 
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Town of Hooksett
Town Council Meeting Minutes

Wednesday, April 14, 2021
1
2 The Hooksett Town Council met on Wednesday, April 14, 2021 at 6:00 in the Hooksett Municipal 
3 Building.
4
5 CALL TO ORDER
6 Chair Sullivan called the meeting of 14 Apr 2021 to order at 6:01 pm.
7
8 PROOF OF POSTING
9 Human Resource Coordinator Donna Fitzpatrick provided proof of posting.

10
11 ROLL CALL
12 In Attendance: Councilor James Sullivan, Councilor Clifford Jones (via Zoom), Councilor John Durand, 
13 Councilor Randall Lapierre, Councilor Roger Duhaime, Councilor David Boutin, Councilor Timothy 
14 Tsantoulis, Councilor Clark Karolian, and Councilor Alex Walczyk
15
16 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
17 Chair Sullivan called for the Pledge of Allegiance.
18
19 PUBLIC HEARINGS20
21 Public Hearing - Refunding Resolution and Certificate for the 2019 Rte. 3A Infrastructure Debt (
22
23 Chair Sullivan: It is 6:03 pm, and I am opening the Public Hearing on the Refunding Resolution and 
24 Certificate for the 2019 Route 3A Infrastructure Debt. 
25
26 C. Soucie: RSA 33:3-d, Refunding Bonds, allows communities to refinance debt already approved. The 
27 Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Advisory Committee asked me to renegotiate the 2019 $2.5 million bond 
28 for sewer and other infrastructure improvements on Route 3A in the TIF district. The current balance of 
29 unpaid principle on the bond is $1.67 million. This was a ten-year note, and there are eight (8) years 
30 remaining. The refinancing is through the bond bank, with the same terms as the original bond, and it 
31 will save $162,000 over the life of the bond. Also, the bond payments come from taxes paid in that TIF 
32 district, which generates $400,000 in tax revenue per year. The bond payment now is $300,000 and will 
33 be reduced to $280,000 because of the refinancing.
34
35 SPECIAL RECOGNITION36
37 Hooksett Police Department - a) New Police Patrol Officer Swearing-in Ceremony and b) Annual 
38 Award Ceremony - Part II
39
40 Chief Bouchard: These ceremonies are my favorite activities as Police Chief. First, I want to 
41 congratulate Chief Colburn. His promotion is well-deserved, and I am excited to work with him. I want to 
42 introduce our newest officer, Steven Sanchez, who started work two days ago. For the first time, we 
43 have a full complement of 30 full-time sworn officers. Steve was born and brought up in South Carolina.
44 He graduated from Haywood. Christian Academy and Haywood & Barton Community College. He 
45 served honorably in the Army for four and a half years. He and his wife Kate live in Litchfield, and we 
46 are happy to welcome him to the force. 
47
48 Chief Bouchard performed the swearing in of Officer Sanchez.
49
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50 Chair Sullivan: I am biased, but we have the best police department in the state. Congratulations to 
51 Officer Sanchez, and as I always say, stay safe.
52
53 Chief Bouchard: Officer Nicholas Kapteyn has been overwhelmingly nominated by his peers as Officer 
54 of the Year, an award recognizing an officer who provides exceptional service to the community. Nick 
55 has worked as a field officer and served in the honor guard. He is relentless in his mission to get drugs 
56 off the street. Comments from the many who nominated Officer Kapteyn claim that he goes above and 
57 beyond, is positive and dedicated, has high standards, is humble, respectful and a pleasure to be 
58 around. Nick joined the Marine Corp after college and has been with our department since 2016. He is 
59 joined by his wife Ariel and other family members. Congratulations.
60
61 Chair Sullivan: You are ‘true blue to your profession’ and ‘the best of the best.’ Congratulations, good 
62 luck and stay safe.
63
64 Hooksett Fire-Rescue Department - a) New Fire Chief Steven Colburn Swearing-in Ceremony 
65 and b) Award Ceremony - Part I
66
67 Chair Sullivan: Next we have the swearing-in of our new Fire Chief, Steven Colburn. He is joined by his 
68 wife Kimberly, his parents and his in-laws. His father-in-law, Dan Pike, is the former Deputy Fire Chief 
69 and the town’s Emergency Management Director. Chief Colburn joined the Fire Department in 1999,
70 was promoted to Administrative Captain in 2008, and served as Assistant Chief from 2016 until his 
71 appointment as Chief on April 01, 2021. He holds a degree in Fire Protection from NH Community 
72 College in Laconia and numerous certifications from the NH Fire Academy, National Fire 
73 Academy in Emmitsburg, Maryland, National Association of Fire Investigators, National Fire 
74 Protection Association and Emergency Vehicle Technician Commission. Colburn became 
75 Hooksett’s 7th Fire Chief under the Town Council Charter. I am going to ask Councilor 
76 Tsantoulis to read the ‘A Firefighter’s Pledge.’
77
78 T. Tsantoulis: 
79 I promise concern for others.
80 A willingness to help all those in need.
81 Promise courage- courage to face and conquer my fears.
82 Courage to share and endure the ordeal of those who need me.
83 I promise strength – strength of heart to bear whatever burdens might be placed upon me.
84 Strength of body to deliver to safety
85 All those placed within my care.
86 I promise the wisdom to lead,
87 The compassion to comfort, 
88 And the love to serve unselfishly whenever I am called.
89
90 Former Fire Chief Burkush performed the swearing in of Chief Colburn.
91
92 Chief Colburn: I offer my congratulations to Nick Kapteyn on his award and welcome Officer Sanchez. 
93 Next, I would like to announce the appointment of Ian Tewksbury as the Fire Prevention Captain. Ian 
94 graduated from Lyndon State College in Vermont with a degree in communications. He joined the 
95 department in 2003 and in 2004 began helping with some fire prevention activities. In 2016, he took
96 over the fire prevention program and will continue with that in his new position. He has a passion for it 
97 and will expand the program to all residents He has served with the honor guard and as president of
98 the Fire union. 
99
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100 A. Garron: I wish to congratulate Chief Colburn as the new Fire Chief. This is my first appointment of a 
101 fire chief. I also want to congratulate Captain Tewksbury on his promotion. 
102  
103 Chair Sullivan: Best of luck and be safe. 
104
105 PUBLIC INPUT 
106 Karen Carle, 35 Corriveau Drive: Chair Sullivan, I would like to ask the Council about the process that 
107 is followed when commitments are made in Council meetings. How does the Town Council hold town 
108 officials accountable for commitments so that their actions do not cause taxpayers to pay money 
109 unnecessarily? 
110
111 Chair Sullivan: If your concern is with elected officials, this is the time. If your concern is with the 
112 administration, you would want to contact Town Administrator André Garron.
113
114 K. Carle: My concern is with the actions of both. I want to know how a taxpayer addresses possibly 
115 inaccurate meeting minutes. Specifically, I am referring to Corriveau Drive where fees were paid for 
116 attorneys and to DES, in some cases out-of-pocket. In business there are opening and closing actions 
117 on items. 
118
119 Chair Sullivan: If you have a concern about the accuracy of meeting minutes, please address me on 
120 that. After you speak with Mr. Garron, you can write a letter to read into the record, or this item can be 
121 placed on the agenda of a future meeting.
122
123 A. Garron: I know that Mrs. Carle is referring to Town Council minutes from 2016 and accountability for 
124 commitments made. I am planning to address that issue in my Town Administrator’s Report later in this 
125 meeting. 
126
127 K. Carle: I appreciate the work of all of you who are volunteers. I just want to avoid this type of situation
128 going forward.
129
130 SCHEDULED APPOINTMENTS131
132 Cindy Robertson, Chair of Conservation Commission- Hooksett Riverwalk Trail Phase III Bid 
133 Acceptance, Student Conservation Association Contract, NH Recreational Trail Program Grant 
134 Contract and a Memorandum of Understanding with the School District 
135
136 C. Robertson: Referring to item 15.1 under New Business, we are working on Phase III of the Hooksett 
137 Riverwalk Trail, the warrant article for which was approved in March. This is the Brick Kiln Loop. 
138 Stantec, our general contractor, issued an RFP for the work and received five responses. The lowest
139 bid was from Belko Landscaping in the amount of $143,741.00. Stantec performed its due diligence, 
140 and Belko Landscaping is the company with which we want to go forward.
141
142 R. Lapierre: Who did Phase II?
143
144 C. Robertson: I don’t have that information with me. It is at home, but I will get back to you. I know they 
145 did submit a bid on Phase III. 
146
147 Chair Sullivan: The bid of $143,741.00 is lower than the amount of the warrant article, which was 
148 $200,000.00.
149
150 C. Robertson: Stantec’s costs will be added to this, and the cost of wood has gone up. It is good to
151 have a little extra in case there are unexpected costs.

Agenda Item #16.1.

Page 71 of 90



TC MINUTES 04-14-2021  4

152
153 D. Boutin motioned to award the Hooksett Riverwalk Phase III Trail Construction contract to 
154 Belko Landscaping for the amount of $143,741.00. T. Tsantoulis seconded the motion. 
155
156 Roll Call Vote #2
157 R. Duhaime Aye
158 J Durand Aye
159 C. Jones Abstained because of his part-time employment with Stantec
160 R. Lapierre Aye
161 A. Walczyk Aye
162 D. Boutin Aye
163 C. Karolian Aye
164 T. Tsantoulis Aye
165 J. Sullivan Aye
166 Voted unanimously in favor (8-0), with one abstention.
167
168 C. Robertson: New Business item 15.2 is approval of a sole source agreement with the Student 
169 Conservation Association (SCA). This is identical to last year’s agreement, which was delayed because 
170 of COVID-19. The SCA would construct a trail loop on the Pinnacle and a new trail along the river, time 
171 permitting. The work would be done in the summer or fall. 
172
173 R. Lapierre motioned to approve the sole source agreement with the Student Conservation 
174 Association, Inc. for the work to be completed in 2021 in the amount of $10,000.00. D. Boutin 
175 seconded the motion.
176
177 Chair Sullivan: What fund does this come from?
178
179 C. Robertson: It would be one of the Conservation funds.
180
181 C. Karolian: Where did the $10,000.00 go that was approved last year?
182
183 C. Robertson: It is still being held; it was not spent.
184
185 Chair Sullivan: I would ask that you provide Mr. Garron with the information about the specific accounts 
186 from which these funds will be taken.
187
188 Roll Call Vote #3
189 D. Boutin Aye
190 C. Jones Aye
191 A. Walczyk Aye
192 J. Durand Aye
193 R. Duhaime Aye
194 T. Tsantoulis Aye
195 R. Lapierre Aye
196 C. Karolian Aye
197 J. Sullivan Aye
198 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0). 
199
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200 C. Robertson: The third item is 15.3 under New Business. The Conservation Commission was awarded 
201 an $80,000.00 Recreational Trail Program (RTP) Grant for Phase III of the Hooksett Riverwalk. I need 
202 approval to sign off on the grant.
203
204 Chair Sullivan: In what order are the funds used?
205
206 C. Robertson: This grant is only for the boardwalks. 
207
208 D. Boutin motioned to have Cindy Robertson sign the Recreation Trail Program Grant contract 
209 to move forward with appropriate reimbursement for work to be completed for Phase III of the 
210 Hooksett Riverwalk Trail. C. Karolian seconded the motion.
211
212 Roll Call Vote #4
213 A. Walczyk Aye
214 R. Lapierre Aye
215 C. Jones Aye
216 R. Duhaime Aye
217 J. Durand Aye
218 C. Karolian Aye
219 T. Tsantoulis Aye
220 D. Boutin Aye
221 J. Sullivan Aye
222 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
223
224 C. Robertson: One of the four parcels making up the Head’s Pond Stewardship Plan is owned by the
225 School District. The School is allowing this parcel to be included in the plan but has concerns about 
226 limits to their use of the property. The MOU is acceptable to them, and we are looking for approval to 
227 enter into the MOU with the School District.
228
229 R. Lapierre motioned to have the Town, by way of the Conservation Commission, enter into a 
230 Memorandum of Understanding with the School District for the parcel included in the Head’s 
231 Pond Stewardship Plan. C. Karolian seconded the motion.
232
233 R. Lapierre: This is our second time discussing this, so there should be no questions.
234
235 Roll Call Vote #5
236 T. Tsantoulis Aye
237 C. Jones Aye
238 R. Duhaime Aye
239 A. Walczyk Aye
240 R. Lapierre Aye
241 C. Karolian Aye
242 J. Durand Aye
243 D. Boutin Aye
244 J. Sullivan Abstained because he is a member of the School Board.
245 Voted unanimously in favor (8-0), with one abstention.
246
247 C. Robertson: The Conservation Commission has approved the contract with Moosewood Ecological. 
248 They will be completing an ecological survey and a trails assessment. We will be hiring a surveyor as 
249 well. Thank you for your time.250
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251
252 CONSENT AGENDA253
254 Motion to accept the donation of a black aluminum pole valued at approximately $50.00 from 
255 Blue Ribbon Company, of Hooksett, NH, to the Town of Hooksett for the Hooksett Police 
256 Department per RSA 31:95-e: II.257258
259 Motion to accept $100.00 donation from Colin & Chris Egan in memory of George Moul to the 
260 Town of Hooksett for the Hooksett Fire-Rescue Dept261262
263 Motion to accept $100.00 donation from the Board of Commissioners for the Central Hooksett 
264 Water Precinct in memory of Bill McDonald to the members of the Town of Hooksett Fire-
265 Rescue Department/Ambulance service.
266
267 D. Boutin motioned to approve the three (3) Consent Agenda items. R. Lapierre seconded the 
268 motion.
269
270 Roll Call Vote #6
271 J. Durand Aye
272 R. Lapierre Aye
273 C. Karolian Aye
274 D. Boutin Aye
275 C. Jones Aye
276 T. Tsantoulis Aye
277 A. Walczyk Aye
278 R. Duhaime Aye
279 J. Sullivan Aye
280 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
281
282 TOWN ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
283 A. Garron:  Unfortunately, the number of new COVID cases is 50, up from 15 at the last meeting.
284 Vaccinations are increasing as well, and I am optimistic that we can get ahead of the curve on this. 
285
286 A. Garron: Regarding the logging equipment, it has been removed from Corriveau Drive and is at the 
287 DPW. Mr. Labonte is looking into the next step, which is the sale of the equipment. He is working with
288 DES, which has taken soil samples because of reported fuel leaks. The plan is to invite someone from 
289 DES to the next meeting to explain the results of the testing. We will develop a plan to remove the 
290 contaminated soil. I do not know what the cost will be. The cost of removing the equipment was 
291 $2,000.00.
292
293 T. Tsantoulis: Do we have a means of ascertaining the value of that equipment?
294
295 A. Garron: Not yet. Mr. Labonte is trying to get the paperwork that will clarify ownership. I sincerely 
296 hope we will be able to sell the equipment and recoup the cost of removing the equipment from 
297 Corriveau Drive. The town also has a $5,000.00 judgement against Mr. Trimbur. When arrangements 
298 were first made in 2016, a gravel apron was put down and trees were removed. There was to be a 
299 reclamation bond for the removal of the gravel apron and the replanting of trees. We cannot locate the 
300 $5,000.00 bond. According to the former town engineer, Mr. Donison, there was a conversation in 2017 
301 about this issue. Included in the conversation were the Town Council, Town Administrator Shankle, 
302 Town Engineer Donison, Mr. Trimbur, and the abutters. 
303
304 Chair Sullivan: Did the Town Council at that time indicate that a bond should be required? Did the 
305 Council vote to require it? 
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306
307 A. Garron: I will check the minutes for that information. 
308
309 Chair Sullivan: Was the bond required before the work could start?
310
311 A. Garron: I can check on that, but it seems to have been a reaction rather than a prerequisite.
312
313 Chair Sullivan: We want to be sure that something like this does not happen again. 
314
315 R. Duhaime: I would like to see a staff report on this. I can’t imagine that we didn’t have a bond. Who 
316 dropped the ball? There is plenty of staff available to prepare a report. When did this start and what 
317 happened? I would love to see a report.
318
319 R. Duhaime motioned to have town staff prepare an account of what happened with the logging 
320 situation from day one in a formalized report. C. Karolian seconded the motion.
321
322 Chair Sullivan: The report should answer questions about the timeframe, the costs, and the questions 
323 posed by Mrs. Carle.
324
325 R. Duhaime: My brother has a lot of information about this. We need all the information we can get.
326
327 T. Tsantoulis: We need a chronology of events so that we can be better prepared in the future. This 
328 isn’t going to go away. More money is going to be spent, and we have a responsibility to the taxpayers.
329
330 D. Boutin: I want to speak in opposition to this motion. We have been chasing our tails on this for 
331 several weeks. It has been discussed over and over again. We are asking staff to take a lot of time to 
332 prepare a report. This is a total waste of time for the Town Administrator and those working for him. The 
333 only issue now is the equipment. We need to get money from the sale of the equipment to offset the 
334 cost of moving the equipment and taking care of the reclamation.
335
336 C. Karolian: I respectfully disagree with my colleague, Councilor Boutin, on several accounts. These 
337 taxpayers have the right to have answers. If there is a cost to the Town of Hooksett – that is, the 
338 taxpayers – they have the right to ask questions and to scrutinize what is going on. We had an 
339 opportunity to put this to rest, and I know there is another Councilor who says this is going to come up 
340 over and over again. We had an opportunity to cut the town out of this, but we didn’t act. This is not 
341 going away, and rightfully so. The people of Corriveau Drive have a right to pursue this situation. This is 
342 going to cost the town some money. When I seconded the motion of Councilor Duhaime, my thought 
343 was that this would not be a big investigation. It should be a chronology of the events and actions. 
344 When did it go through? When was it approved? Did the Town insist on a bond? Was one provided? 
345 This does require an in-depth report; it is pretty much on the surface. The people need answers, and 
346 when they come forward with questions, we are obligated to give the best answers that we can. 
347
348 Chair Sullivan: I am going to support this. We don’t want anything like this to occur again. We want to 
349 know what the process was and how to have a better procedure. We want to be sure we have bonds 
350 for reclamation and learn from what we did.
351
352 D. Boutin: The difficulty is that if the employees involved aren’t still here, we are not going to get 
353 anywhere. It is better to establish a procedure for the future. We should focus on moving forward. 
354
355 Chair Sullivan: I agree. We should amend the motion to establish a process. 
356
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357 D. Boutin: I would ask Councilor Duhaime to withdraw his motion for a history report because it is not 
358 necessary, and I am going to vote against it. 
359
360 C. Karolian: I call the questions. 
361
362 Roll Call Vote #7
363 C. Jones Aye
364 C. Karolian Aye
365 R. Lapierre Aye
366 R. Duhaime Aye
367 A. Walczyk Nay
368 J. Durand Aye
369 T. Tsantoulis Aye
370 D. Boutin Nay
371 J. Sullivan Aye
372 Voted in favor (7-2).
373
374 Chair Sullivan: Mr. Garron, is the motion clear?
375
376 A. Garron: Yes. I just want to say that there will be costs involved in the cleanup. 
377
378 C. Karolian: If we know that soil is contaminated, or we think it is, we are obligated. The town accepted 
379 these access ways. We have no choice but to put out an RFP. Even sold as scrap metal, the 
380 equipment should be worth more than $2,000.00.  We have to take care of this.
381
382 A. Garron: The Council has a consensus, which is good. If the costs will exceed $15,000.00, we will 
383 follow the RFP process. The cost will be determined by DES. 
384
385 D. Boutin: I would like to have the last motion read back. 
386
387 Chair Sullivan: We are looking for a report on the timeline and the efforts involved with the permit for 
388 the right-of-way, and a document which defines a future process.
389
390 D. Boutin: That was not part of the motion. You need to amend the motion. 
391
392 Chair Sullivan: The motion asks the Administration to look into the Trimbur issue – the timeline, the 
393 costs, and any actions the Council took – and to establish a document for future process in dealing with
394 such issues. 
395
396 D. Boutin: Councilor Duhaime and Councilor Karolian would have to withdraw their motion so we can 
397 re-vote.
398
399 C. Karolian: I think we should table this until the minute taker looks at the video and has accurate 
400 minutes.
401
402 R. Lapierre: A motion made and voted on cannot be tabled. 
403
404 Chair Sullivan motioned to reconsider the last motion. D. Boutin seconded the motion.
405
406 Roll Call Vote #8
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407 R. Lapierre Nay
408 R. Duhaime Aye
409 T. Tsantoulis Aye
410 A. Walczyk Aye
411 J. Durand Nay
412 C. Jones Nay
413 D. Boutin Aye
414 C. Karolian Nay
415 J. Sullivan Aye
416 Voted in favor (5-4)
417
418 Chair Sullivan motioned to table this item so that a more fine-tuned motion can be developed for 
419 the next agenda. D. Boutin seconded the motion.
420
421 Roll Call Vote #9
422 J. Durand Nay
423 D. Boutin Aye
424 C. Jones Nay
425 R. Duhaime Nay
426 C. Karolian Nay
427 A. Walczyk Aye
428 T. Tsantoulis Aye
429 R. Lapierre Aye
430 J. Sullivan Aye
431 Voted in favor (5-4).
432
433 A. Garron: Unfortunately, the Sewer Commission has filed a lawsuit, contesting the Budget
434 Committee’s jurisdiction over its budget. Our legal counsel is preparing the Town’s response. 
435
436 A. Garron: On April 05, 2021, Hooksett Fire-Rescue received permission from the State to hold a 
437 Vaccine Pod at Town Hall on April 09, 2021. At that session, 31 employees were vaccinated. A second 
438 pod will be held on May 07, 2021.
439
440 A. Garron: NHMA held a training session yesterday for people serving on local boards and committees. 
441 ZBA’s Chair Anne Stelmach would like to have more training for ZBA members. Town Attorney Matt 
442 Serge has offered to hold a training workshop and NHMA has several workshops coming up in the 
443 future. We have money in the budget for training. 
444
445 Chair Sullivan: Mr. Garron, please share this information with all board and committee chairs. 
446
447 A. Garron: At the last meeting, I reported that Congressman Pappas’s office informed us of funds 
448 available for shovel-ready projects. Town Engineer Bruce Thomas and I had the opportunity last week 
449 to make a one-minute presentation on the sewer and other infrastructure project for Exits 11 & 12. Over 
450 100 projects were presented, which is why we were allowed only one minute. We did our best in the 
451 time allotted to us. One comment from the panel listening to the proposals was that this is a ‘great 
452 project.’ Not everyone received that comment.
453
454 A. Garron: Regarding the wage study, we received two bids from our RFP and decided to go with MRI, 
455 which had the lower bid of the two, in the amount of $14,500.00. They have begun the work, and our 
456 goal is to be done prior to beginning presentation of the next budget.
457
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458 C. Karolian: I have been asked some questions about the YMCA Day Camp, and Mr. Garron provided 
459 answers to me and to Chair Sullivan. I abstained from the vote at the last meeting because I needed 
460 some clarification about the funding. Section 7 of the MOU says that the Town of Hooksett will provide 
461 $20,000.00 in scholarships for families needing financial help in order to send their children to camp. I 
462 have learned that the funding actually comes from the Hooksett Salvation Army. What if something 
463 happens to prevent the Salvation Army from providing these funds? What happens if there is a balance 
464 at the end of the process? I have since learned that the amount is ‘up to $20,000.00.’ I also had 
465 questions about COVID guidelines.
466
467 A. Garron: Family Services Director Abby Reeves answered the questions posed by Councilor Karolian 
468 in a memorandum. She responded that the scholarship money from the Hooksett Salvation Army 
469 always goes to Hooksett residents. Non-resident campers seek assistance from their own communities. 
470 Her response to the question about a balance in the Salvation Army contribution was that the excess 
471 funds would go back to the Salvation Army. They do not have specific budget lines. Some questions 
472 have been raised about swim lessons and transportation to the pool in Manchester. Director Reeves 
473 responded that swim lessons are not offered in the Hooksett program. In communities where they are 
474 offered, there is an extra cost, even if there is a pool in the community and therefore no issue of 
475 transportation. Regarding COVID, the YMCA is required to follow State and CDC guidelines, as with 
476 any school program. 
477
478 NOMINATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS479
480 Nominations and Appointments - April 2021
481
482 N. Germain: We had two nominations at the last meeting. Information on these nominees, Scott Evans 
483 and Peter Stoddard, is in your packets.
484
485 A. Walczyk motioned to appoint Scott Evans to the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board to a term 
486 expiring June 30, 2024 and to appoint Peter Stoddard to the Economic Development Advisory 
487 Committee to a term expiring June 30, 2022. D. Boutin seconded the motion. 
488
489 Roll Call Vote #10
490 C. Karolian Aye
491 T. Tsantoulis Aye
492 R. Lapierre Aye
493 C. Jones Aye
494 D. Boutin Aye
495 J. Durand Aye
496 A. Walczyk Aye
497 R. Duhaime Aye
498 J. Sullivan Aye
499 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
500
501 N. Germain: At the last meeting, I was instructed to ask the two alternates on the Recycling & Transfer 
502 Advisory Committee if they have an interest in serving as full members. Both John Giotas and Robert
503 Schroeder said they would like to be full members. 
504
505 C. Karolian nominated John Giotas and Robert Schroeder as full members of the Recycling & 
506 Transfer Advisory Committee. 
507
508 N Germain: Michelle Gannon, who is a Hooksett resident and owns a real estate business in Hooksett,
509 has expressed an interest in serving on the Economic Development Advisory Committee. Her 
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510 nomination and appointment would fulfill two requirements because she is a Hooksett resident and has 
511 a business in the TIF district as well.
512
513 Chair Sullivan nominated Michelle Gannon to the Economic Development Advisory Committee.
514
515 OLD BUSINESS516
517 Lilac Bridge Memorial Landscaping – Approve of award of Landscaping Contract to Blue 
518 Ribbon Property Improvements for an amount to be determined and to Fund the Project with 
519 Public Recreation Facilities Impact Fee funds (Tabled at March 24th meeting)
520
521 Chair Sullivan motioned to remove this item from the table. C. Karolian seconded the motion.
522
523 Roll Call #11
524 T. Tsantoulis Aye
525 R. Lapierre Aye
526 J. Durand Aye
527 C. Jones Aye
528 C. Karolian Aye
529 A. Walczyk Aye
530 R. Duhaime Aye
531 D. Boutin Aye
532 J. Sullivan Aye
533 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
534
535 B. Thomas: Since the last meeting, I have added irrigation and a removable bollard to this project. I put 
536 the curbing back where it was originally because it was not working with the drainage. The revised total 
537 cost is $17,685.00, including the bollard, which we will purchase. It will not be provided by Blue Ribbon 
538 Property Improvements. The State has not formally approved this project. I have contacted them 
539 several times but have not heard back. Therefore, a motion for approval would be subject to receiving 
540 State approval.
541
542 C. Karolian: We should table this item because we do not have State approval.
543
544 C. Karolian motioned to table this item, pending State approval of the project. C. Jones 
545 seconded the motion.
546
547 Roll Call Vote #12
548 D. Boutin Nay
549 A. Walczyk Nay
550 J. Durand Aye
551 C. Karolian Aye
552 R. Lapierre Aye
553 T. Tsantoulis Aye
554 R. Duhaime Aye
555 C. Jones Aye
556 J. Sullivan Nay
557 Voted in favor (6-3).
558
559 D. Boutin: You might wait five years for State approval.
560561
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562 Updated Town of Hooksett, NH COVID-19 Travel Policy - Governor of NH extension through 
563 April 16, 2021
564
565 A. Garron: The Governor of NH has extended the Travel Policy guidelines to April 16, 2021. We need a 
566 motion to make that change to our policy and are also asking you to authorize me, as Town 
567 Administrator, to make any further changes to the policy so that we can inform employees of these 
568 changes in a timely manner. 
569
570 A. Walczyk motioned to approve the updated Town of Hooksett COVID-19 Travel Policy as 
571 amended to extend the policy through April 16, 2021 and to authorize the Town Administrator to 
572 make future amendments to the Town of Hooksett COVID-19 Travel Policy based on CDC and/or 
573 NH DPHS revisions to its current COVID-19 travel guidelines or the Governor of NH issues or 
574 updates a COVID-19 Emergency Order. D. Boutin seconded the motion.
575
576 Roll Call Vote #13
577 C. Karolian Aye
578 D. Boutin Aye
579 T. Tsantoulis Aye
580 R. Lapierre Aye
581 A. Walczyk Aye
582 R. Duhaime Aye
583 J. Durand Aye
584 C. Jones Aye
585 J. Sullivan Aye
586 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
587
588  Updated Town Council Rules of Procedures - Section #13 Procedure for Town Administrator 
589 Annual Evaluation
590
591 A. Garron: The subcommittee recommends two changes to the procedure for the Town Administrator 
592 Evaluation. First is the elimination of the involvement of the Human Recourse Coordinator in the 
593 compilation and distribution of the information collected by the Council. The Chair will assume this role. 
594 The second recommendation is the consolidation of the timeframe for the evaluation process.
595 Currently, the process begins the first meeting in May and ends at the second meeting in June.
596  The revision calls for concluding the process at the first meeting in June. The steps outlined in the 
597 current plan (a-f), are modified accordingly. Section a remains the same. Sections b and c are 
598 combined to require that, by the second meeting in May, the Council members shall have completed 
599 their evaluations and submitted them to the Chair in preparation for a non-public session at the second
600 May meeting. Evaluations will be finalized in one report, approved by a simple majority. Only Council 
601 members will be in attendance to discuss and finalize the new contract. The new section c states that 
602 the Council will discuss the contract with the Town Administrator at the first meeting in June. The new
603 section d is the former section f. 
604
605 A. Walczyk motioned to approve the Updated Town Council Rules of Procedures Section #13 
606 Procedure for Town Administrator Annual Evaluation as presented by the Town Council 
607 subcommittee for an effective date of May 03, 2021. C. Karolian seconded the motion.
608
609 C. Karolian: Our intent is to meet in non-public to have a discussion as a group and come up with one
610 evaluation upon which we agree by a simple majority vote. 
611
612 D. Boutin: Our intent is to reach a consensus. 
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613
614 C. Karolian: The idea is that not everybody on the Council has direct contact with the Town
615 Administrator on all issues.
616
617 Chair Sullivan: I understand that my role is to receive the evaluations and print them if they come to me
618 via email.
619
620 C. Karolian: I move the questions.
621
622 Chair Sullivan called for a roll call vote on moving the question.
623
624 Roll Call Vote # 14
625 D. Boutin Aye
626 C. Jones Aye
627 A. Walczyk Aye
628 J. Durand Aye
629 R. Duhaime Aye
630 T. Tsantoulis Aye
631 R. Lapierre Aye
632 C. Karolian Aye
633 J. Sullivan Aye
634 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
635
636 Chair Sullivan called for a roll call vote on the motion to approve the revisions to Section 13 of the Town 
637 Council Rules of Procedure for the Town Administrator Annual Evaluation as presented by the Town 
638 Council subcommittee.
639
640 Roll Call Vote #15
641 D. Boutin Aye
642 C. Jones Aye
643 A. Walczyk Aye
644 J. Durand Aye
645 R. Duhaime Aye
646 T. Tsantoulis Aye
647 R. Lapierre Aye
648 C. Karolian Aye
649 J. Sullivan Aye
650 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
651
652 D. Boutin: I want to thank Councilor Karolian for all of the work he did on the process of updating the
653 Rules of Procedure Section 13 for the Town Administrator’s Annual Evaluation. 
654
655 NEW BUSINESS656
657 Hooksett Riverwalk Trail Phase III Bid Award
658
659 This item was taken up during the SCHEDULED APPOINTMENT with the Conservation Commission.660661
662
663 Approval of Sole Source Agreement with the Student Conservation Association (SCA)
664
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665 This item was taken up during the SCHEDULED APPOINTMENT with the Conservation Commission. 
666
667 NH Recreational Trail Program Grant Contract
668
669 This item was taken up during the SCHEDULED APPOINTMENT with the Conservation Commission. 670671
672
673 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for School District Property included in the Head's Pond 
674 Stewardship Plan
675
676 This item was taken up during the SCHEDULED APPOINTMENT with the Conservation Commission.677678
679
680 Refunding Resolution and Certificate for the 2019 Rte. 3A Infrastructure Debt
681
682 Chair Sullivan: It is 8:17 pm, and I am closing the Public Hearing on the Refunding Resolution and 
683 Certificate for the 2019 Route 3A Infrastructure Debt.
684
685 D. Boutin motioned to waive Town Council’s rules of procedure and vote the same night as 
686 public hearing and to adopt FY 21-01 Refunding Resolution and Certificate for the Rte. 3A 
687 Infrastructure Note. R. Lapierre seconded the motion.
688
689 Roll Call Vote #16
690 A. Walczyk Aye
691 R. Lapierre Aye
692 C. Jones Aye
693 R. Duhaime Aye
694 J. Durand Aye
695 C. Karolian Aye
696 T. Tsantoulis Aye
697 D. Boutin Aye
698 J. Sullivan Aye
699 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
700
701 Town Vehicles and Use of Personal Vehicles Policy
702
703 A. Garron: Finance Director Soucie is not here to present this item. I would ask that you table it and
704 place it on an agenda in May.
705
706 Chair Sullivan motioned to table this item until May. R. Lapierre seconded the motion.
707
708 Roll Call Vote #17
709 T. Tsantoulis Aye
710 C. Jones Aye
711 R. Duhaime Aye
712 A. Walczyk Aye
713 R. Lapierre Aye
714 C. Karolian Aye
715 J. Durand Aye
716 D. Boutin Aye
717 J. Sullivan Aye
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718 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
719
720 Pawnbroker and Secondhand Dealers Ordinance 2014-1 & Application - Proposed Amendments
721
722 R. Lapierre motioned to schedule a Public Hearing at the next Town Council meeting to hear 
723 public input regarding proposed changes to Pawn/Secondhand Dealer Ordinance. D. Boutin 
724 seconded the motion.
725
726 Roll Call Vote #18
727 J. Durand Aye
728 R. Lapierre Aye
729 C. Karolian Aye
730 D. Boutin Aye
731 C. Jones Aye
732 T. Tsantoulis Aye
733 A. Walczyk Aye
734 R. Duhaime Aye
735 J. Sullivan Aye
736 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
737
738 Purchase of a 2022 Ford Transit Van, emergency equipment, graphics installation and 
739 undercoating treatment for a total not to exceed $41,768.50 to be spent from the Police Detail 
740 Special Revenue Fund.
741
742 Chief Bouchard: We are amending the motion which is with your agenda packet because the 2021 van 
743 is not available. We are proposing the purchase of a 2022 van, with an additional cost of $246.00.
744
745 D. Boutin motioned to approve the purchase of a 2022 Ford Transit Van, emergency equipment, 
746 graphics installation and undercoating treatment for a total not to exceed $41,768.50 to be spent 
747 from the Police Detail Special Revenue Fund. A. Walczyk seconded the motion. 
748
749 T. Tsantoulis: Could you explain for the public about special details.
750
751 Chief Bouchard: Special details for officers are assignments outside of their normal duties. The officer 
752 is paid separately by the entity requesting the detail. They pay the salary of the officer, the cost of the
753 vehicle (including fuel and maintenance), and an administration fee. These funds go into the Police 
754 Detail Special Revenue Fund and can only be used for items used in special detail assignments. No tax 
755 dollars are involved. 
756
757 C. Karolian: How many vans do you have?
758
759 Chief Bouchard: Just one.
760
761 C. Karolian: Why a van and not a car?
762
763 Chief Bouchard: The van transports barricades and cones to the detail sites. 
764
765 C. Karolian: Is this smaller than the full-sized van that you have?
766
767 R. Belanger: It is not smaller; it is a full-sized 150.
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768
769 Chair Sullivan: This is replacing an 18-year-old van. 
770
771 C. Karolian: I call the question. 
772
773 Chair Sullivan called for a roll call vote on the motion to approve the Police Department’s purchase of a 
774 van for special details.
775
776 Roll Call Vote #19
777 R. Duhaime Aye
778 J Durand Aye
779 C. Jones Aye
780 R. Lapierre Aye
781 A. Walczyk Aye
782 D. Boutin Aye
783 C. Karolian Aye
784 T. Tsantoulis Aye
785 J. Sullivan Aye
786 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
787
788 Purchase of New CDL Plow Truck
789
790 D. Boutin motion to approve and consent the purchase of a CDL Plow Truck from Liberty 
791 International for $171,980.00 plus trade of the existing CDL Plow Truck. R. Lapierre seconded 
792 the motion
793
794 C. Karolian: Was Liberty the lowest bidder?
795
796 E. Labonte: Yes, but we didn’t have to follow the bid process because this was a State bid.
797
798 Roll Call Vote #20
799 R. Lapierre Aye
800 R. Duhaime Aye
801 T. Tsantoulis Aye
802 A. Walczyk Aye
803 J. Durand Aye
804 C. Jones Aye
805 D. Boutin Aye
806 C. Karolian Aye
807 J. Sullivan Aye
808 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
809
810 Recycling & Transfer Front End Loader Purchase
811
812 D. Boutin motioned to approve and consent the purchase of a Front-End Loader from 
813 Equipment East for $149,500.00 (including the trade-in of the existing front-end loader). T. 
814 Tsantoulis seconded the motion.
815
816 R. Duhaime: This is new to the market. I don’t know about the long-term reliability of this product, but I 
817 have heard it is not the same quality of others. I would like to see us purchase something else.
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818
819 J. Durand: I have heard the same thing. 
820
821 C. Karolian: Where is this manufactured?
822
823 E. Labonte: I believe it is Korea. The Doosan is the only one that comes with loaded tires. If we go with 
824 another one, there will be an additional cost of $8,500.00 to load the tires. The Doosan has heavy use 
825 in Massachusetts. You will always hear negative and positive things about any brand of equipment. 
826
827 C. Karolian: Placing the bids side by side, are they comparable?
828
829 E. Labonte: Yes, they are. 
830
831 T. Tsantoulis: We are in a global marketplace and have a responsibility to the votes who approved the
832 warrant article for a certain amount. We need to trust Mr. Labonte.
833
834 R. Duhaime: We don’t have enough data on this. Mr. Labonte will be gone, and we will be stuck. I 
835 would like to stick with the two or three vendors we know and have equipment from the same two or 
836 three manufacturers.
837
838 A. Walczyk: Mr. Labonte, what would you suggest?
839
840 E. Labonte: We already have one Volvo, which is from Chadwick BaRoss, Inc. Milton Cat is known for 
841 having higher prices. Case is the one from Beauregard Equipment. The Doosan is the only one that 
842 comes with loaded tires. Any of the others would exceed the amount of the approved warrant article.
843
844 A. Walczyk: So, you would have compatibility going forward with Caterpillar?
845
846 E. Labonte: It is helpful when it comes to stocking parts.
847
848 J. Durand: Could you ask Chadwick BaRoss to negotiate a better deal?
849
850 E. Labonte: No, because this is a State bid, and is already a lower price than would be offered by a 
851 salesperson.
852
853 J. Durand: Do you need to load the tires right away?
854
855 E. Labonte: Yes, we do. One repair would cost $5,000.00.
856
857 R. Duhaime: I know you have a maintenance account.
858
859 E. Labonte: If we spend more than the amount of the warrant article, it would come out of a Recycling & 
860 Transfer operating budget line. We have unfilled labor positions, but those might be filled by July 1st. 
861
862 Chair Sullivan: We can direct the Town Administrator to find $8,500.00, and he would have to do that. 
863
864 C. Karolian: The money could come from raising fees at the Recycling & Transfer station. This is 
865 something I had planned to mention later in the meeting, as an item for a future meeting. Are the 
866 warranties comparable? 
867
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868 E. Labonte: The warranties are good. They are usually about the same.
869
870 C. Karolian: What is the warranty on the Doosan?
871
872 E. Labonte: I am looking for it.
873
874 D. Boutin withdrew his motion to approve the purchase of the Doosan front-end loader, and T. 
875 Tsantoulis removed is second.
876
877 J. Durand motioned to approve the purchase of the Volvo front-end loader from Chadwick-
878 BaRoss for $150,000.00 and to get $8,500.00 for loading the tires from the Recycling & Transfer 
879 budget. R. Duhaime seconded the motion.
880
881 A. Walczyk motioned to waive the bidding rules. C. Karolian seconded the motion.
882
883 Roll Call Vote #21
884 J. Durand Aye
885 D. Boutin Aye
886 C. Jones Aye
887 R. Duhaime Aye
888 C. Karolian Aye
889 A. Walczyk Aye
890 T. Tsantoulis Aye
891 R. Lapierre Nay
892 J. Sullivan Nay
893 Voted in favor (7-2).
894
895 Chair Sullivan called for a roll call vote on the motion to purchase the Volvo front-end loader.
896
897 Roll Call Vote #22
898 C. Karolian Aye
899 T. Tsantoulis Nay
900 R. Lapierre Nay
901 C. Jones Nay
902 D. Boutin Nay
903 J. Durand Aye
904 A. Walczyk Aye
905 R. Duhaime Aye
906 J. Sullivan Nay
907 Motion failed (4-5).
908
909 C. Karolian: I am waiting for the warranty information. I can’t vote until I have that information.
910
911 E. Labonte: The Volvo has a five-year warranty for the equipment. I don’t have the information on the 
912 service warranty.
913
914 C. Karolian: I can’t vote without that information.
915
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916 D. Boutin motioned to approve and consent the purchase of a Front-End Loader from 
917 Equipment East for $149,500.00 (including the trade-in of the existing front-end loader). T. 
918 Tsantoulis seconded the motion.
919
920 Roll Call #23
921 T. Tsantoulis Aye
922 R. Lapierre Aye
923 J. Durand Nay
924 C. Jones Aye
925 C. Karolian Nay
926 A. Walczyk Nay
927 R. Duhaime Nay
928 D. Boutin Aye
929 J. Sullivan Aye
930 Voted in favor (5-4).
931
932 Purchase of Chipper
933
934 A. Walczyk motioned to approve and consent the purchase of a Bandit Chipper from MB Tractor 
935 and Equipment for $32,097.75 plus trade-in of the existing Morbank Chipper.  D. Boutin 
936 seconded the motion.
937
938 Roll Call Vote #24
939 D. Boutin Aye
940 A. Walczyk Aye 
941 J. Durand Aye
942 C. Karolian Aye
943 R. Lapierre Aye
944 T. Tsantoulis Aye
945 R. Duhaime Aye
946 C. Jones Aye
947 J. Sullivan Aye
948 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
949
950 2021 Paving
951
952 R. Lapierre motioned to approve and consent to award the 2021 Resurfacing Project to GMI 
953 Asphalt, LLC for a total of $628,727.33, approximately $200,000.00 to come from FY 2020-2021 
954 budget and the balance to come from FY 2021-2022 budget. T. Tsantoulis seconded the motion. 
955
956 Chair Sullivan: This is quite a few streets. Are you spending more than you usually do?
957
958 E. Labonte: Yes. We usually spend about $400,000.00 on resurfacing.
959
960 C. Karolian: It is not prudent to spend money from a future budget. 
961
962 D. Boutin: I call the question.
963
964 Roll Call Vote #25
965 C. Karolian Nay

Agenda Item #16.1.

Page 87 of 90



TC MINUTES 04-14-2021  20

966 D. Boutin Aye
967 T. Tsantoulis Aye
968 R. Lapierre Aye
969 A. Walczyk Aye
970 R. Duhaime Nay
971 J. Durand Aye
972 C. Jones Nay
973 J. Sullivan Aye
974 Voted in favor (6-3)
975
976 Volunteer Appreciation Dinner
977
978 N. Germain: The Volunteer Appreciation Dinner has been held on a Friday in early June for a number 
979 of years. Last year’s dinner was cancelled because of COVID. The Administration would like to know if
980 the Council wishes to hold the event in 2021, given that there are still restrictions about spacing and 
981 face coverings.
982
983 D. Boutin: We are not out of the woods yet with the pandemic.
984
985 D. Boutin motioned to hold the volunteer appreciation dinner in the fall. A. Walczyk seconded 
986 the motion.
987
988 Roll Call Vote #26
989 R. Duhaime Aye
990 J Durand Aye
991 C. Jones Aye
992 R. Lapierre Aye
993 A. Walczyk Aye
994 D. Boutin Aye
995 C. Karolian Aye
996 T. Tsantoulis Aye
997 J. Sullivan Aye
998 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
999

1000 APPROVAL OF MINUTES1001
1002 Public: 03/24/2021
1003
1004 D. Boutin motioned to approve the public minutes of the March 24, 2021 meeting as written. T. 
1005 Tsantoulis seconded the motion.
1006
1007 Roll Call Vote #27
1008 D. Boutin Aye
1009 C. Jones Aye
1010 A. Walczyk Aye
1011 J. Durand Aye
1012 R. Duhaime Aye
1013 T. Tsantoulis Aye
1014 R. Lapierre Aye
1015 C. Karolian Aye
1016 J. Sullivan Aye
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1017 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
10181019
1020 Non-Public: 03/24/2021
1021
1022 T. Tsantoulis motioned to approve the non-public minutes of the March 24, 2021 meeting as 
1023 written. D. Boutin seconded the motion.
1024
1025 Roll Call Vote #28
1026 A. Walczyk Aye
1027 R. Lapierre Aye
1028 C. Jones Aye
1029 R. Duhaime Aye
1030 J. Durand Aye
1031 C. Karolian Aye
1032 T. Tsantoulis Aye
1033 D. Boutin Aye
1034 J. Sullivan Aye
1035 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
1036
1037 SUB-COMMITTEE REPORTS
1038
1039 A. Walczyk: The Conservation Commission met last week and decided to go ahead with the monarch
1040 watch shop. They will pay the $16.00 application fee. The map is on monarchwatch.org. Milkweed 
1041 may not be planted until the fall. 
1042
1043 C. Karolian: The Recycling & Transfer Advisory Committee is looking to change the ordinance which 
1044 sets the fees at the transfer station so that fair market prices can be charged. The DPW would set the 
1045 amount. At this point, they are losing money on some things because it costs more to dispose of the 
1046 items than they charge.
1047
1048 T. Tsantoulis: The Board of Land & Tax Appeals (BTLA) has recently issued some judgements in favor 
1049 of Hooksett. In the most recent one, the town received $20,000.00 in taxes. 
1050
1051 R. Duhaime: The ZBA last night approve the elderly housing project behind McDonalds, and they 
1052 tabled the Hackett Hill sandpit at the Palazzi property. The application was referred to legal.
1053
1054 Chair Sullivan: The Bicentennial Committee is moving along with its plans for the celebration. May is 
1055 Heritage month, and I would like to ask the Council to approve the proclamation that I am going to read.
1056
1057 Chair Sullivan motioned to approve the proclamation, recognizing May as Heritage Month. D. 
1058 Boutin seconded the motion.
1059
1060 Roll Call Vote #29
1061 R. Lapierre Aye
1062 R. Duhaime Aye
1063 T. Tsantoulis Aye
1064 A. Walczyk Aye
1065 J. Durand Aye
1066 C. Jones Aye
1067 D. Boutin Aye
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1068 C. Karolian Aye
1069 J. Sullivan Aye
1070 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
1071
1072 ADJOURNMENT
1073
1074 C. Karolian motioned to adjourn at 9:15 pm. T. Tsantoulis seconded the motion.
1075
1076 Roll Call Vote #30
1077 J. Durand Aye
1078 R. Lapierre Aye
1079 C. Karolian Aye
1080 D. Boutin Aye
1081 C. Jones Aye
1082 T. Tsantoulis Aye
1083 A. Walczyk Aye
1084 R. Duhaime Aye
1085 J. Sullivan Aye
1086 Voted unanimously in favor (9-0).
1087
1088
1089 Respectfully submitted,
1090 Kathleen Donnelly
1091 Kathleen Donnelly 
1092 Recording Clerk
1093
1094
1095 Please see subsequent meeting minutes for any amendments to these minutes.
1096
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