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Preface: 

The Master Plan of the Town of Washington, completed in 1982 and revised in
1992, is a statement of the goals of the town and recommendations for guiding the growth
for the immediate future.  The Master Plan is authorized by and was developed according
to N.H. RSA 674:2.  The Plan discusses population, housing, community facilities, roads,
natural features and resources, land use, recreation, and potential economic growth.  The
plan is based upon an analysis of the existing conditions in the town (both natural and
man-made), the opinions of town residents, and the knowledge of town officials and
Planning Board members.  

The Master Plan is a public record of goals for the town for the next five years.  The
plan recognizes changing public opinion in relation to the use of land and water resources
for both residential and economic growth, and establishes parameters for guiding such
growth through the town's Land Use Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations.  The plan
also addresses the issue of lower income housing, both for providing the town's fair share
of the regional need and in relation to the recent court decisions that may affect all New
Hampshire communities.



Chapter One: A Historical Background

Washington, a rural hill town in southern New Hampshire, was first settled in 1768,
and was incorporated and named in honor of General George Washington in December
of 1776.  The first census taken in Washington Township was in 1773, by Issac Temple
of Stoddard.  At that time, the population of the town was 132.  Subsequent census records
show the population increased to a high of 1135 in 1830, when the town's economy
sustained a variety of small mills, a resident physician, a dentist, three churches, and a
hotel, in addition to nearly 200 farms.  The town then maintained more than 50 miles of
roads to provide transportation routes for these uses.  There were eight school districts to
provide educational opportunities for the children.  

In addition to the usual institutions (churches, schools, lyceums, etc.) two unusual
organizations developed in the town.  The Seventh Day Adventist faith had its origins in
Washington in the 1840's, and from here spread throughout the world.  The original  church
building still stands in the southern part of Washington.  A prestigious academy (Tubbs
Union Academy) was founded in Washington in 1849, and although short-lived, at one
time had an enrollment of more than 100 students from all over New Hampshire and
beyond.  

Many sons and daughters of the town have gone on to distinguished careers in a
variety of fields.  These include at least one United States Congressman, several college
presidents, a number of college professors, and quite a few doctors, lawyers, ministers,
and founders of major businesses.  Most of these came from the mid-nineteenth century,
when the population was much higher than at any time before or since.  Some of
Washington's distinguished citizens have been memorialized on the town common:  twelve
young men who died in the Civil War are honored with a soldiers' monument, and
Sylvanus Thayer, "the father of West Point".  The town library is named after Sarah Shedd,
who worked in the Lowell Mills and gave her savings for the library.  

The population of the town decreased continuously from 1830 until 1960 when the
population reached a low of 162.  Nearly all of the mills and businesses were gone by the
beginning of the twentieth century, and many farms were abandoned as people moved
west.  Washington changed from a diverse, nearly self sufficient community to a
predominantly rural residential town.  There have been several large summer communities
begun on the shores of some of the lakes in town.  The many acres of cleared land for
crops and pasture have returned to woodland, and many of the old roads have since been
abandoned or closed subject to gates and bars.  All but one of the schools were closed,
as the diminishing population did not warrant so many in the town.  

After World War II the country began to grow anew, and Washington was no
exception, although growth was slow to come to this area.  Since 1960, the population has
grown, but at a slower rate than the previous population boom in the 1800's.  The
population is projected to reach the previous high of 1,135 by the year 2010.  The town
must now plan for future growth, and decide how best to control it in order to maintain the



qualities of life that make Washington such a desireable place to live.  The town also must
consider the realities of a larger population in terms of needed services, both public and
private.  

Two large volumes provide a thorough history of the town:  A History of
Washington, New Hampshire, 1768 - 1886, published in 1886 and reprinted in 1976; and
Portrait of a Hill Town:  A History of Washington, New Hampshire, 1876 - 1976, published
in 1976.  



Chapter Two: The Natural Environment

Washington lies in the southeastern corner of Sullivan County, about 20 miles due
west of Concord, New Hampshire.  It's neighbors are Goshen and Newbury to the north,
Bradford, Hillsborough, and Windsor to the east, Stoddard to the south, and Marlow and
Lempster to the west.  Washington is roughly trapezoidal in shape, with a total area of
about 53 square miles and a perimeter of 32 miles.  

The town's rugged hills contribute runoff to two major watersheds: the Connecticut
and the Merrimack.  Drainage on the western slopes form the headwaters of the Ashuelot
River, which flows to the Connecticut River; drainage on the eastern slopes flows into the
Merrimack River via the North Branch of the Contoocook River.  An assortment of lakes
and ponds, numbering 26 in all, are interspersed throughout the lowlands.  Many of these
are flanked by wetlands.  The largest of the ponds are Ashuelot Pond (429 acres), Island
Pond (202 acres), Highland Lake (192 acres within Washington), Millen Pond (148 acres)
and Half Moon Pond (130 acres).  See Figure 1.

The topography of Washington is varied: the town center lies at 1,507 feet above
mean sea level, while East Washington village is at 939 feet.  The highest point in town
is the summit of Lovewell Mountain, at 2,496 feet above sea level.  There are several other
summits in Washington having elevations around 2,000 feet.  There are many rock
outcrops in the town, and huge boulders dot the landscape.  Extensive areas of ledge
underlie a thin mantle of stony loam.  Forest growths of maple, beech, birch, red oak, ash,
red spruce, hemlock, and scattered stands of white pine dominate the landscape, covering
about 90% of the town.  The medley of forests, ponds, wetlands, and farm fields present
an attractive landscape much admired by both residents and visitors. 

These woodlands, waters, marshes, and fields support a varied and abundant
wildlife population.  Some of the wildlife in town is indigenous and some is migratory.  Most
development results in the loss of wildlife habitat, while good forestry and agricultural
management can contribute to the maintenance of habitat for many species.  The New
Hampshire Audubon Society has identified a Great Blue Heron rookery in Pillsbury State
Park, and although it is very small, this area is significant.  To further protect the wildlife
in the area, local development regulations can be strengthened to conserve and maintain
wildlife habitat. 

The forest growth that dominates the town's landscape represents a major asset.
Forest cover stabilizes the soil, retards runoff, provides habitat for a variety of wildlife,
buffers sound and wind, enhances the scenic views, and is a source of wood for both
industry and fuel.  Rapid growth is contributing to the conversion of forest land to other
uses.  Ownership of forest land is increasingly fragmented, a trend that diminishes efforts
toward sound forest resource management.  Changes affecting forest lands impact the
economy, wildlife, recreational, and scenic assets of Washington.  

Figure 1



About 65% (or 23,864 acres) of the taxable land in Washington is forest land
capable of growing repeated crops of wood.  State forests (about 8,000 acres) and town
forests (about 500 acres) will continue to be managed for forest products, recreation, and
wildlife.  Current owner policies governing the management of timber tracts are wholly
compatible with Town goals.  Small tracts, however, (mostly 10-25 acres) are highly
vulnerable to growth pressures.  

A sizeable amount of land in Washington is publicly owned.  The State of New
Hampshire is the largest landowner in town, with the Pillsbury State Park.  This park is a
forest reservation of some 5,000 acres, mostly in Washington.  The initial tract of 2,400
acres was granted to the State in 1920 by Albert E. Pillsbury "to be held in perpetuity as
a public forest reservation for any and all  uses or purposes tending to the promotion of
forestry".  Since then, the park has been extended by a series of purchases of adjacent
tracts.  It was designated a state park in 1952.  There are camping sites along the shores
of two of its ponds.  A 500 acre forest called the Max Israel Tract is also owned by the
state, and lies about a half mile east of the Pillsbury State Park.  Other public lands include
the town owned forest tracts, the Center Common, the East Washington Common, the
town garage grounds, town roadways, and the town's 138 acre lakeshore recreational
area, the former Camp Morgan.

Private lands may be grouped in terms of the size of the tract of land.  Large tracts
are 200 or more acres, medium tracts are 10 to 200 acres, small tracts are 2 to 10 acres,
and lots are 2 acres or less.  There are fifteen different owners of large tracts, four of which
may be classified as companies or organizations rather than individuals.  There are around
200 different owners of medium tracts, and 100 owners of small tracts.  More importantly,
there are more than 1200 lots of 2 acres or less.  Many of these small lots are located in
the lakeside communities designed for summer cottages.

By mapping the various natural constraints to development of the land, a better idea
of which areas are suitable for development can emerge.  This was done for the original
Master Plan in 1982, and can be seen in Figure 2.  It shows the distr ibution of those
features that may significantly affect the ability of the land to accept development.  The
map depicts excessive slopes, wetlands, streams, and water bodies.  The white areas on
this map are probably more suitable for development than the shaded areas, because they
don't have these natural constraints.  The white area may be acceptable for certain types
of development after careful scrutiny by the Planning Board.  

In 1987 the Sullivan County Conservation District office prepared a set of maps
based on the soil survey of the town.  These maps show farmlands, suitability for industrial
or commercial development, suitabili ty for dwellings, slopes, streams, and areas subject
to stream overflow and/or high water, based on soil types.  These maps provide a further
definition of the areas of town that are suitable for development.  These maps are
incorporated as part of this Master Plan by reference, and are on file in the Town Hall.

Figure 2



The important farmlands map depicts those soils in Washington that are still
available for agricultural pursuits (ie - the land is not developed) which have the best
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, and forage
crops.  The map breaks these down into Prime Farmland and Additional Farmland of
Statewide Importance, with the latter being slightly less suited for farming than the former.
These soils make up less than five percent of Washington, with the majority around the
center of town, some in East Washington, and some in the Faxon Hill Road area.  

Land that is suitable for industrial or commercial development comprises about 10
to 15 percent of town, mostly in East Washington, near the center of town, in the
Farnsworth Hill Road area, the King Street area (a four wheel drive road), and smaller
pockets scattered through the rest of the town.  These areas were defined based on the
following soil characteristics:  less than 9% slope, not in the floodplain, now very poorly
drained, and not having ledge.  

More of the town has soils that are suitable for dwellings with basements, defined
based on slopes less than 16%, not in the floodplain, and not very poorly drained.
Approximately 30 to 35 percent of the towns soils meet these criteria, and the areas are
scattered relatively evenly through the town.

The slope map depicts soils with slopes between 25% and 50%.  These cover
roughly 20-25 percent of the town, including large areas of Lovewell Mountain, the
northeast and the northwest corners of town, the Oak Hill area, and in a line running
roughly northeast from Ames Hill to the northern town boundary.  The map prepared by the
Conservation District office shows less area as steep slope than the map prepared for the
original Master Plan, because of a difference in the degree of slope used to define "steep".
The 1987 map shows only the extremely steep slopes (above 25%), while the older map
included slopes above 15%.  

The map showing stream patterns shows both perennial and intermittent streams,
and shows that Washington has over 75 streams.  These are distributed fairly evenly over
the town, except for Lovewell Mountain and a portion of Pillsbury State Park, where there
is a marked absence of streams.  Finally, the maps that show areas subject to stream
overflow and/or high water depicts soils which are wet due to their position in the
landscape - either next to streams or lakes, or in a low area that receives runoff from
upland areas.  These soils comprise less than 10 percent of the town. 

The information from these soil maps can help the Town plan for future growth by
indicating which areas are best suited for what types of development (if any) based on
environmental characteristics.  This, combined with information on the infrastructure, can
point out the areas that could be targeted for additional zoning districts for more intense
uses than residential.  

The maps in the Soil Survey were examined to find out how much soil there is in
Washington that has the potential for being used for sand and/or gravel resources.  A



listing of the soil types was obtained from the Sullivan County Conservation District, telling
whether it was probable or improbable that the soil type would provide sand or gravel
resources.  The results of this review show there are eight pits in Washington (as identified
on the soil survey maps).  Five of these are in Hermon soils which are rated "probable" for
both sand and gravel resources, two are in Monadnock soils which are rated "probable"
for sand, and one is in Marlow soils which is rated "improbable" for either sand or gravel
resources (due to excess fines).  Of the soils rated "probable" for sand, Washington has
a good deal of Monadnock, with a few scattered spots of the other types.
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Figure 3: Population Growth

Chapter Three: Demographics

The population of Washington has fluctuated greatly since the first official census
in 1773, when the population was 132.  The population grew to over a thousand people
in the mid 1800's as people moved northward from southern New England.  Once the
railroads and canals opened up the midwestern United States, the population of many New
England towns, including Washington, declined.  In fact, by 1960, the population had
dropped to 162.  The population has grown since 1960, to 628 in 1990.  Table 1 shows the
population count from each of the last three Censuses, along with projections by the Office
of State Planning through the year 2015.  The accompanying graph illustrates this
population growth, which includes data from annual estimates for 1981 through 1989. 

         Table 1: Population

                       (Annual) 
        Year     Pop.   % Incr. 
        ----     ----   ------- 
        1970      248  
        1980      411       6.6%
        1990      628       5.3 
        1995      744       3.7 
        2000      863       3.2 
        2005      952       2.1 
        2010     1021       1.4 
        2015     1054       0.6

   Sources: US Bureau of the Census
     NH Office of State Planning

This graph shows there has been some minor fluctuations in the population of the
town since 1980.  It is difficult to determine why the population estimates show particular
fluctuations from year to year, but it should be noted that the methods used to estimate the
population of a small community are subject to inaccuracies.  The Census figure is
considered as the most accurate available, and often corrects for inaccuracies in annual
estimates.  It is common to see a larger than expected increase or decrease between the
year before the census and the census.

The population of Washington increased a total of 52.8% from 1980 to 1990, for an
average annual increase of 5.3%.  This is less than the 6.6% average annual increase
experienced during the period 1970 to 1980, and is more than the projected increase of
3.7% per year for 1990 to 2000.  The population projections done by the Office of State
Planning have not been updated since before the 1990 Census, and therefore do not
reflect documented changes in the population.  It is likely the population growth will be
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Figure 4: Distributio n of the Subregional
Population, 1990

higher than an average annual increase of 2.7% as the current projections indicate for the
period 1990 to the year 2000.  

The town of Washington is influenced by the surrounding towns, and a Master Plan
would not be complete without a comparison of the demographics for this subregion.  The
population statistics of this area can be seen in Table 2.  Figure 4 shows a visual
comparison of the 1990 population of the nine town subregion.

Table 2: Population o f Subregion, 1980 & 1 990

                                   Average  1980-95       Percen t of
               1980   1990   1995  Annual   Number        Subre gion
    Town       Pop.   Pop.   Pop.  Increas e  Incr.   1980   199 0   1995
    ----       ----   ----   ----  ------- -  ------  ----   --- -   ----
Washington      411    628    744    5.4%     333    5.0%   5.7 %   6.4%
Marlow          542    650    696    1.9%     154    6.6%   5.9 %   6.0%
Stoddard        482    622    689    2.9%     207    5.9%   5.7 %   5.9%
Windsor          72    107    102    2.8%      30    0.9%   1.0 %   0.9%
Hillsborough  3,437  4,498  4,548    2.2%    1111   41.9%  41.1 %  38.9%
Bradford      1,115  1,405  1,476    2.2%     361   13.6%  12.8 %  12.6%
Newbury         961  1,347  1,476    3.6%     515   11.7%  12.3 %  12.6%
Goshen          549    742    843    3.6%     294    6.7%   6.8 %   7.2%
Lempster        637    947  1,110    5.0%     473    7.8%   8.7 %   9.5%
              -----  -----  -----  ------   -----
Subregion:    8,206 1 0,946 11,684    3.3%   2,740

Source: U.S. Bureau o f the Census 

The data in Table 2 indicate that of the nine towns in the subregion, Hillsborough
is by far the largest and Windsor is by far the smallest.  The seven other towns in this area
had populations between 600 and 1,500 in 1990.  The average annual increase for the
subregion for 1980-1995 was 2.8%; Washington, along with the towns of Newbury,
Goshen and Lempster, had higher growth rates.  As expected, Hillsborough had the
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highest numerical increase and Windsor had the smallest.  Lempster, Newbury, and
Bradford each had significant numerical growth, while Goshen, Washington, Stoddard,
Windsor, and Marlow experienced a more modest increase.  The towns of Washington,
Stoddard, Newbury, Goshen, and Lempster have each become home to a higher
percentage of the subregional population in 1995 than they were in 1980.  

The population growth of a community is inseparable from the growth in housing
units.  There are three types of housing units: single family, multi-family, and mobile
homes.  The vast majority of housing in Washington are single family homes.  Data on
housing growth are available from the Office of State Planning from information they
collect from each town on building permits issued.  (The Town of Washington did not
report their figures for 1983 to the OSP, the figures for that year were obtained from the
Town office.)

Table 3 shows the housing data for Washington, broken down by year and type.
The 1980 data are the figures from the 1980 Census count plus the permits issued for the
remainder of the year.  The figures for 1981 through 1995 are the number of permits
issued for each of the types of housing in the town during that year.  The housing supply
grew from 321 at the end of 1980 to 500 by the end of 1995, an increase of 179 units
(55.7%).  The vast majority of these (96.6%) are single family homes.  Note that this figure
of 500 units is well below the 1990 Census count of 866.  The difference is due to the
attempted elimination of seasonal units from the data collected by the Office of State
Planning for their annual housing report.

          Table 3: Housing in W ashington, 1980-1995

              Year       SF       MF       MH    Total   % Incr
              ----       --       --       --    -----   ------
              1980      316        2        3      321      -
              1981       15        0        0       15      4.7 %
              1982        7        0       -1        6      1.8 %
              1983       16        0       -1       15      4.4 %
              1984       20        0        1       21      5.9 %
              1985       11        0        1       12      3.2 %
              1986       19        0        3       22      5.6 %
              1987       23        0        0       23      5.6 %
              1988       18        0        0       18      4.1 %
              1989       11        0        4       15      3.3 %
              1990        4        0        1        5      1.1 %
              1991        9        0        0        9      1.9 %
              1992        3        0        1        4      0.8 %
              1993        3        0        0        3      0.6 %
              1994        7        0        1        8      1.6 %
              1995        1        0        2        3      0.6 %
                      -----    -----    -- ---    -----   ------
            Total:      483        2       15      500     47.4 %

Source:   Office of State Pla nning "Current Estima tes & Trends in NH's Housing
Supply", November 199 6.

The subregional data on housing from the 1990 Census plus recorded changes
between 1991 and 1995, also can be examined, to better see how Washington fits in with
the surrounding towns regarding housing supply.  These data are given in Table 4, and
are shown visually in Figures 5A and 5B.  



12

Figure 5: Distribution of the Housing Supply, 1990; 5A = Total Units, 5B = Year Round Units

Table 4: Subregional Housing by Type, 1995

                Singl e   Multi-                    Percent  |   Vacant Units   |   T otal Units
                Famil y   Family   Mobile    Total       of  |   1990 Census    |      Minus
   Town          Unit s    Units    Homes    Units Subregion |   Total Seasonal | Vac ant Seasonal
   ----         ----- -   ------   ------    ----- --------- |   ----- -------- | --- ------------
Washington         82 2        7       69      898     11.8% |     613      588 |      310
Marlow             31 9       10       50      379      5.0% |     121       84 |      295
Stoddard           87 3       12       48      933     12.2% |     639      626 |      307
Windsor             8 6        7       35      128      1.7% |      78       68 |       60
Hillsborough      159 9      501      132     2232     29.3% |     515      289 |     1943
Bradford           65 2       70       56      778     10.2% |     243      184 |      594
Newbury           122 4       23       25     1272     16.7% |     678      548 |      724
Goshen             35 6       13       56      424      5.6% |     131      112 |      312
Lempster           44 9       14      121      584      7.7% |     229      200 |      384
                ----- -    -----    -----   ------           |  ------   ------ |   - -----
Subregion:       6,38 0      656      592    7,628           |   3,247    2,699 |    4,929

Table 4 shows these towns have mostly single family housing.  Hillsborough and
Bradford each have a significant number of multi-family units, while Hillsborough and
Lempster have significant numbers of mobile homes.  These figures include both year
round and seasonal units.  Since the 1990 Census was taken on April 1, it can be
assumed that the majority of seasonal units were vacant, giving a fair indication of the
number of seasonal units in each town.  The column titled "vacant units, seasonal", gives
a clear indication that a significant portion of the subregional housing is seasonal (37% of
all the units in the subregion were classified as vacant, seasonal in the 1990 Census). 

If the "vacant, seasonal" units are subtracted from the number of units for each
town, a clearer picture of the year round housing supply in the subregion emerges.  Of the
4,929 year round housing units, Hillsborough has more than 39%, Bradford and Newbury
each have over 10%, and the remaining towns have around 6 or 7%.  Washington has a
typical number for a small town with virtually no industry or employment opportunities.  The
graphs in Figure 5 above clearly show these differences.  

The significance of these numbers is that Washington, along with a few other
neighboring towns, has a significant number of seasonal residences, which means a
significant increase in the population during the summer months when these units are
occupied.  This puts additional demands on the public services and increases traffic on the
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local roads during the summer months.  These yearly fluctuations in the population make
it difficult for a town to plan for needed expenditures for public services.

A structural survey of the buildings in Washington was performed by the planners
at the Upper Valley - Lake Sunapee Council in the fall of 1980.  This survey identified each
building by type and rated it for exterior physical condition.  This information, which can
be compared to other towns with similar surveys, can lend some insight into local housing
conditions.  The system used for identifying and rating the structures was as follows.  A
slash (/) means the building is used for a combination of uses.

R = single family 0 = new or restored structure
D = duplex 1 = sound, with minor repairs needed (painting, etc.)
MF = multi-family 3 = sound, with major repairs needed (structural work)
MH = mobile home 5 = dilapidated (missing roof, walls, building leaning)
C = commercial  
I = industrial

This system is not scientific and does not rely on specific, quantified,
characteristics.  Neither does it consider interior conditions nor yard appearance.  Some
subjectivity is involved with this type of survey, and results can vary with individual
surveyors.  Nevertheless, the system has been used successfully in at least four states
and has been accepted by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development as
a useful tool in augmenting standardized data.  The results can be seen in Table 5.  

Table 5: S tructural Q uality Survey

                  OCCUPIED UNITS  |    VACANT UNITS   |     TOTAL UNITS 
                                  |                   |
      Type &      # o f     % of   |   # of       % of  |     # o f      % of 
     Condition     Units     Type   |   Units      Type  |     Units      Type  
       R-0          6 0       33%  |    113        35%  |      17 3       34% 
       R-1         10 3       57%  |    189        58%  |      29 2       58% 
       R-3          1 4        8%  |     18         6%  |       3 2        6% 
       R-5           3        2%  |      4         1%  |        7        1% 
                                  |                   | 
       MH-0          2       18%  |      1         9%  |        3       14% 
       MH-1          9       82%  |      8        73%  |       1 7       77% 
       MH-3          0        0%  |      2        18%  |        2        9% 
                                  |                   | 
       R/C-0         1       33%  |      0         0%  |        1       33% 
       R/C-1         1       33%  |      0         0%  |        1       33% 
       R/C-3         1       33%  |      0         0%  |        1       33% 
                                  |                   | 
       D-0           0        0%  |      2        33%  |        2       17% 
       D-1           6      100%  |      2        33%  |        8       67% 
       D-3           0        0%  |      2        33%  |        2       17% 
       -------------- -------------|------- ------------|-------- ----------- 
       Total-0      6 3       32%  |    116        34%  |      17 9       33% 
       Total-1     11 9       59%  |    199        58%  |      31 8       59% 
       Total-3      1 5        7%  |     22         6%  |       3 7        7% 
       Total-5       3        1%  |      4         1%  |        7        1% 
                  --- -            |   ----             |     --- - 
     GRAND TOTAL   20 0            |    341             |      54 1 
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The survey included all primary buildings in Washington that were visible from
roadways, and included 97.5% of all the units counted in the 1980 U. S. Census.  As
stated previously, the survey was done by the Upper Valley - Lake Sunapee Council, and
was completed by automobile on September 24 and October 9, 1980.  These results
indicate several general housing characteristics.  Out of 541 units surveyed:
 
- 341 appeared vacant, accounting for 63% of all units
- 179 (or 33%) units appeared new or completely restored
- 318 units (59%) appeared in sound condition with only minor repairs
   needed
- 7 units appeared dilapidated (1.3%)
- 504 units were single family homes (93%)
- 22 units were mobile homes (4.1%)

Several obvious conclusions can be drawn from the survey results:  the physical
condition of housing in the town is very good; virtually all housing is designed for single
families; approximately two-thirds of all houses in Washington are seasonal; and mobile
homes do not play a substantial role in year round housing.  

Other data that can be useful in determining the status of housing in a town can be
found in the U.S. Census, completed every ten years.  The last census for which detailed
data are available was taken in 1980.  The detailed housing data from the 1990 Census
should become available in mid 1992.  Some general information, such as total population
and housing counts is available now.  Information from the 1980 Census is available in the
original Master Plan.

In 1980, there were 321 housing units reported for the town of Washington, while
the 1980 survey discussed above counted 541.  The reason for this difference is that the
data collected by the Office of State Planning for their housing publication are not meant
to include seasonal homes; clearly the survey did include seasonal homes.  In fact, in that
survey, 63% were classified as vacant - most likely seasonal.  With a 1980 population of
411, it is very doubtful there were 453 year round residences in town.  Thus, the housing
data presented in Tables 3 and 4 for Washington are different because of the number of
seasonal residences included in the figures in Table 4.  Even the best figures can only be
estimates, since many people incorrectly report their seasonal homes as year round.  The
only sure way to determine what percentage of the total housing supply is year round is
to do a new survey of the town in the middle of the off-season, preferably when there has
been snow on the ground for a few weeks, making it obvious which homes are seasonal.

The affordability of housing is becoming an increasingly important issue as housing
costs continue to escalate.  The population in general is getting older, and the demand for
elderly and handicap accessible housing will rise with it.  Lower income housing often
results in higher school enrollments and community service costs, as families with younger
children are the largest consumers of such housing.  Housing that is affordable to low and
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moderate income families will continue to be a problem, and cannot reasonably be solved
by any individual community.  This is a national problem, and is tied both to the economy
and to local, state, and federal government policies.  

The Upper Valley/Lake Sunapee Council did a fair share analysis in 1989 as
required under state law.  A discussion of the results is presented in Chapter Six, Land
Use.  The results of the analysis indicate that Washington should provide 14 low cost (or
rent assisted) units to provide it's fair share of the regional need for such housing.  This
is 0.9% of the total for the region.  This fair share analysis showed that Washington did not
provide any units which fell into the categories used in the analysis, although it is evident
that some substandard units were occupied year round in the target year, 1980.  The 1980
Census count did not include any households rated as "in need" (please refer to Chapter
Six for further discussion).
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Chapter Four: The Local Economy

The economic base of Washington is dependent on residential land uses, as there
are only a handful of small business operations in the town, including two farms.  The
greatest source of public revenue is the residential property tax.  In 1988 the tax rate was
$33.78, based on a net valuation of $28,860,449.  The town was reappraised before the
tax rate for 1989 was set; the net valuation jumped to $78,925,350 and the tax rate went
down to $15.44.  More important for planning purposes is the amount appropriated for
capital outlay and capital reserve funds: in 1988 this was $92,234 and in 1989 it was
$200,000, an increase of 217 percent.  The total appropriations for 1989 were
$1,090,077.78; the capital expenditures were 18 percent of that.  In 1988 the capital
expenditures were 14 percent of the total appropriations.  

According to 1994 data, the per capita income for Washington residents was
$13,172, lower than the state average of $17,444 and Sullivan County's average of
$14,522.  Some of this difference could be a result of a relatively high proportion of elderly
residents in town at that time.  The median family income for Washington was $35,278,
again significantly lower than the state average of $43,628 and but higher than the county
average of $33,306.  

Table 6 depicts a comparison of Washington's employment patterns with those of
Sullivan County as a whole.  The categories are defined in the 1990 U.S. Census.  These
statistics are for employed people who reside in Washington and work either in
Washington or elsewhere in Sullivan County, or elsewhere in New Hampshire.

Table 6: Employment i n 1990, Based on Plac e of Residence

    Sullivan 
  Washington      County      State

Agriculture, Forestry , Fisheries, Mining  5.6%  2.7%  1.6%
Construction 16.4  6.9  7.1
Manufacturing: Durabl e Goods 26.1  9.0 16.3
Manufacturing: Non-Du rable Goods  4.2 17.9  6.2
Transportation, Commu nication & Public Uti lities             4. 2  5.0  5.8
Wholesale Trade  4.2  3.3  4.0
Retail Trade 17.8 18.0 17.6
Business & Repair Ser vices  1.4  4.0  4.4
Personal, Recreation,  & Entertainment  2.1  2.9  4.0
Professional Services : Health  2.8  8.9  8.0
Professional Services : Education  6.6  7.9  8.4
Professional Services : Other  3.8  5.5  6.2
Public Administration  2.8  2.9  3.6
Finance, Insurance, &  Real Estate  2.1  5.1  6.8

The New Hampshire Department of Employment Security collects data on
employment based on place of work to determine the number of people working in a
community.  In 1989, there were 11 reported employees in the town (meaning there were



17

11 people reported as working in the Town of Washington), a figure that is undoubtedly
low due to confidentiality laws and employment which is not reported.  To what extent the
number is low is unknown.  These figures clearly support Washington's economic role as
a small, rural "bedroom" community.  Table 6 shows that the majority of people living in
Washington work in durable goods manufacturing, retail trade, education, agriculture, and
construction.
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Chapter Five: Community Services and Facilities

This chapter of the Master Plan deals with the services and facilities provided by
the Town that are usually thought to be essential in maintaining a desirable life style for
the residents of a community.  This chapter deals mainly with the physical, measurable
facilities and services that may be affected by land use decisions.  The community facilities
are important in protecting and promoting the health, safety, general welfare, and
educational and social needs of the residents.  The present facilities are in general
minimal, but are supplemented by neighboring communities through cooperative
agreements.  Still, these services and facilities must be expanded as the population of
Washington continues to grow.

Fire Fighting Facilities:  The Washington Center Fire Station is built on
approximately one acre of land that is under lease from the descendants of the Heald
family.  The lease still has some 80 years to run, and though that is a considerable time,
there is little concern that a renewal will be granted.  This station was recently enlarged
to provide better space for storage and care of essential equipment, space for the
Washington Rescue Squad, and an office for the Police Chief.  The fire station in East
Washington is built on town owned land, and will be expanded in the near future.  The fire
department is staffed by about 50 volunteers working under the direction of a Fire Chief.
The department owns five trucks: two pumpers and one tanker truck in the center station,
and one pumper and one tanker truck in the East Washington station.  The town is
updating this equipment in order to keep pace with the  protection needs of a growing
population.   

Police Protection:  The police department operates out of the Washington Center
Fire Station, where an up-to-date communications system is maintained.  That system is
dispatched out of Hillsborough, and provides communications to two mobile units as well
as adjacent towns.  The present operations are minimal, and the population might be
better served by expanding the department.  Although the year round population of the
town is low, the population can more than double during the summer months, adding to the
police department's workload.

Water Supply and Sanitary Sewage Facilities:  No central water distribution facilities
exist in Washington.  Water is obtained from individual wells and no major problems have
been recorded.  Likewise, no central waste disposal system exists in town; all buildings
rely on individual septic facilities.  Although most systems function without problems, some
are antiquated, and others may be operating at full capacity or beyond.  Commercial
haulers pump sewage from septic systems and are then responsible for finding an
approved facility for disposal of the material.  Pursuant to state regulations, the town has
a disposal site for emergency use only.  The most important potential problem with septic
systems is that inadequate systems can lead to contamination of lakes and ponds, creating
a health hazard to swimmers.  Site inspections should be made of marginal, inadequate,
or failing systems near water bodies that may be polluting the ground or surface waters.
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Regulations could be strengthened to protect the surface and groundwater resources, and
zoning could be amended to control housing density so it corresponds with the ability of
the land to handle sub-surface sewage disposal.  

Solid Waste Disposal:  The town dump, located on Route 31 about one mile
southeast of the town center, is scheduled to be closed pursuant to state regulations. The
site now serves as the transfer station and recycling center, under a temporary state
permit.  Household waste is collected and compacted at the site, and is transferred to
several locations, including the regional disposal facility in Claremont.  A mandatory
recycling program began in June of 1988, for the collection of aluminum, glass bottles, and
newspaper.  Since then, cardboard, plastic, and tires have been added to the list of
recycables collected at the transfer station.  Waste resulting from new construction or the
demolition of buildings and all hazardous wastes require special handling.  Regulations
governing the safe disposal of all wastes should be established and enforced.  

Energy:  All energy resources except wood, solar, and wind are imported into town.
There is one gas station in Washington Center for automotive use.  All other petroleum
products, including heating fuels, are purchased from companies in other towns.  Electrical
service is provided by both Public Service of New Hampshire and the New England
Electric Co-operative.  Although there have been several dams used in the past to produce
mechanical energy, they have fallen into disuse.  Potential hydroelectric sites have not
been formally identified.  There are no known deposits of oil or coal within Washington,
nor are there any geothermal resources in this area.  There has been some discussion of
a system of town woodlots in the past, but nothing has been done to start such a local,
public energy source system.  Non-polluting energy resources such as wind and solar
could be utilized successfully in some areas of town, but at this point are still relatively
expensive and require the initiative of private individuals to use. 

Transportation:  The only transportation facilities serving Washington are roads, as
there are no air, water, or bus facilities serving the town.  Public transportation ended with
the stage coach era.  During the early 1800's, more than 50 miles of town roads reached
outward from the main thoroughfare - Route 31 - to meet the needs of an expanding
community.  By the middle of the century, farming and local industry began a slow decline,
reducing the need for road maintenance.  During the late 1920's and early 1930's several
miles of town roads were closed subject to gates and bars, and some 10 miles of town
roads were officially discontinued.  By 1985 less than half of the original mileage was
maintained in a condition suitable for normal travel.  The "old" roads continue to be used
for recreational purposes, and are an essential part of a regional system of snowmobile
trails.  

The map in Figure 6 shows the roads throughout the town, with their classifications
and problem areas.  Three roads in town are maintained by the state: about one half mile
of Route 107 in East Washington; a one mile class III recreational road in Pillsbury State

Figure 6
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Park; and approximately 12 miles of Route 31, the main traffic artery in the town.  Two of
these roads are paved, while the one in Pillsbury State Park has a gravel surface.  The
town maintains four paved, class V roads, totaling about 12 miles.  These are: East
Washington Road (5.4 miles), Lempster Road (2.5 miles), Faxon Hill Road (3 miles), and
Washington Lake/Island Pond Road (1.7 miles).  The town also maintains numerous
gravel or dirt class V roads, totaling about 11.5 miles.  Some of these roads receive heavy
usage, especially during the summer months when many residents of the seasonal
communities they serve are living in Washington.  There are several roads in Washington
that are privately maintained, most of which are in the Ashuelot Pond area and receive
heavy use during the summer months.

The town should begin to make plans for the eventual need for major road repairs
to safely accommodate the increasing volumes of both seasonal and year round traffic.
Thought should also be given to the eventual need for expansion of residential areas, and
the need for adequate roads to service those developing areas.  The roads that are no
longer used for traffic which are being utilized as a recreation resource should be
maintained for those purposes.

Education:  Washington once had many schools throughout the town, but today only
one school is in use, serving grades one through five.  Students in grades six through
twelve attend Hillsborough-Deering schools, for which the town pays both the educational
costs and the transportation costs.  A special study committee was formed in 1974 to
review the town's facility and programs, and it found several deficiencies in the facility.  It's
study, published March 1, 1975, found that the school enrollment was rising at a rate that
quickly rendered the school facility inadequate.  State standards for classroom size could
not be met in the Center School, and sanitary facilities were inadequate.  Space was so
limited that classrooms had to be utilized for storage of equipment, materials, and books,
reducing the availability of space for educational projects.  

In response to those continuing problems at the Center School, a new primary
school was approved by the voters at the March 1992 Town Meeting.  It was constructed
on land at the town owned Camp Morgan site.  The new school provides a modern,
complete educational facility for Washington's young children, including ample classroom
space, special needs space, a nurse's station, cafeteria facilities, and a large
recreational/assembly room.  This school should serve the needs of the school district for
the forseeable future.

Recreation:  Growth within the region and the Town of Washington is due in part
to the high environmental qual ity, scenic beauty, and recreational potential of the area.
Washington is in the center of an extensive system of well maintained trails used by
snowmobilers, cross country skiers, hikers, hunters, fishermen, and horse riders.
Recreational use is an important industry in town, so it is important for the town to continue
to recognize the significance of the recreational opportunities that exist, and to guide
growth and development in such a manner as to protect the high quality of the environment
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and maintain the recreational potential in the town.  In particular, the water quality of the
lakes in Washington should continue to be a major concern in town planning and site
development.  Figure 7 shows some of the recreational facilities and trails in Washington.

The most important part of the town's recreational opportunities is Camp Morgan,
now owned by the town.  It is located on Millen Pond, not far from the center of town.  The
major facilities there include a beach, softball field, and a heated, handicapped accessible
facility that includes a kitchen.  This facility is used for dances, public meetings, national
elections, etc.  More than 100 children participate in the summer recreational program at
Camp Morgan.  There is also public access to the trail network from this property.

Library:  As mentioned previously, the Town Library is named for Sarah Shedd, who
worked in the mills in Lowell, Mass. and gave her savings to the library in Washington, NH.
The library is located near the town common in a small brick building.  The collection
includes more than 6,000 book titles, over 100 audio recordings, 41 video recordings, and
19 magazine subscriptions.  There are more than 400 registered patrons.  The library
sponsors various events to promote reading and library use for adults and children.

Figure 7
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Chapter Six: Land Use

Development in Washington is primarily residential, and that is split between year
round and seasonal.  As stated in the chapter on Demographics, the 1990 census data
show that some 68% of the homes in town are seasonal.  The majority of the seasonal
homes are clustered on relatively small lots around five of the town's many ponds -
Ashuelot Pond, Island Pond, Highland Lake, Millen Pond, and Halfmoon Pond.  

Lake Ashuelot Estates, on the eastern shores of Ashuelot Pond, was developed in
the late 1960's, prior to any land development regulations in Washington.  With a total of
482 lots, this is by far the largest single development in town.  It is serviced by eleven
miles of private gravel roads, which are maintained by the homeowners association.  As
the year round population in this area increases, there will be pressure to have the town
take the roads over.  The development is accessible via a paved town road.  

The average lot size in Lake Ashuelot Estates is one acre.  So far a total of 153 lots
have been built on.  The main section of the development, which abuts the pond, consists
of lots averaging 3/4 of an acre in size, and is 80% built out.  Another section that is further
away from the pond, is relatively undevelopable due to a high incidence of ledge.  The
northern section, along the east bank of the Ashuelot River, has many open lots which
range in size from one to two acres.  While the lots within this development are generally
undersized, most of the homes are substantial, not just small summer "camps".  Most
people have built homes to use as summer residences for a time with the intention of
eventually using them as their retirement homes.  Obviously, as the population continues
to get older, there is potential for this trend to continue.  The town has taken ownership of
a number of lots for non-payment of back taxes, in some cases because the owner couldn't
build due to unsuitability for sewage disposal purposes.

Island Pond was also developed in the late 1960's, and consists mostly of one acre
lots with seasonal, yet substantial, homes. There are currently 200 lots on the east side
of the pond, but there is potential for future subdivision on the west side, greatly increasing
the size of the overall developed area around the pond.  

The west side of Highland Lake was subdivided into some 50 lots in the 1930's, and
consists mostly of summer camps.  The homes that have been built during the last ten
years or so are mostly substantial, year round homes.  There are many trailers in this area,
and many homes are not winterized.  This is a heavily populated area, and the town was
recently forced to take over Valley Road (formerly private) due in part to the number of
properties that it serves.  

Highland Haven, on the east side of Highland Lake, has some 75 lots, most of which
remain undeveloped.  There are about 10 lots on the shore of the lake that are small (1/2
acre or less), the remainder are 2 acres or more.  This subdivision has been expanded
gradually, and may continue to expand in the future.  Another 10 lot subdivision, just south
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of this, has recently been approved.  At the southern end on the east side of Highland
Lake is Highland Forest, a subdivision of some 40 lots that average about 10 acres each.
This area is mostly undeveloped; the homes there are year round, except for a few camps
on the lake shore.

Millen Lake has many seasonal residences, with about 40% camps and 60%
substantial homes.  There are about 55 lots on Mil len Lake.  Camp Morgan, the town
owned recreational faci lity, occupies a good deal of the northeastern shore of the pond.
The Halfmoon Pond area has a few summer cottages now, but there is potential for future
subdivision on the western side of the pond.  A new subdivision around Freezeland Pond,
at the corner of East Washington Road and Route, 31 was approved in 1990.  It consists
of 26 lots ranging in size from 5 to 20 acres.  Finally, Smith Pond in the southeastern area
of town has some 10 to 15 lots, of which about half are developed with substantial homes,
half of which are occupied year round.  This development was well planned, and has open
space along the shore of the pond so all the residents can enjoy the water.  The vast
majority of the lots in the subdivisions described above do not front on the water.

There are three subdivisions that are not located on or near a body of water:
Washington Heights, Martin Road, and Sandy Knolls Road.  These subdivisions all have
larger lots (average 5 to 10 acres), and are geared toward year round residences.  The
Washington Heights subdivision has 28 lots off of Lempster Road, with  an additional 8
lots on Route 31.  About half of the lots in this subdivision have been built on, including
a few seasonal homes.  The Martin Road subdivision is up on the western side of Lovewell
Mountain, and most of its 29 lots are not serviced by electricity.  Nonetheless, there are
a few houses up there, which are occupied year round.  There are also a couple of
summer camps in this development.  The potential is certainly there for this subdivision to
be improved and fully occupied by year round residents.  Sandy Knolls Road, off Mountain
Road in East Washington, consists of 18 lots, 5 of which have year round homes on them.
The remainder are as yet undeveloped. 

There is still a lot of potential for future subdivisions in Washington - both those
designed as seasonal and those designed as permanent, year round developments.  Of
course, all subdivisions must meet the minimum requirements of the Land Use Ordinance
and subdivision regulations, so to a certain extent there can no longer be a "summer
cottage" development.  The earliest projects done were designed for summer use, and did
not have any regulations to control them.  For the time being, the problems that can result
from such "non" planning have been few and relatively minor.  There is no public water or
sewer service in Washington, all lots depend on individual septic systems and wells.  It is
conceivable that groundwater pollution problems could arise in the future due to the high
density of homes in some of these developments.  Should the economy of this region
change to create a much higher demand for housing, then some of those problems could
come to light.  However, given today's economy and the small demand for additional
housing in this area, it is very unlikely that the hundreds of unoccupied lots throughout
these subdivisions will be used in the next ten or twenty years.  It may surprise some
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people that there are over 1,000 lots just in the areas described here, creating a potential
for well over 2,000 residents - today's population of 628 pales in comparison.  

As for commercial or industrial land uses in Washington, they are limited to the
general store, the post office, and a few small businesses.  There are no industrial
businesses in town at this point, and no prospects for any soon.  

The most obvious areas for future residential development to occur are in the
existing subdivisions.  With over 1,000 empty lots there is little chance that additional
major subdivisions would be marketable, unless they had some amenity not found in
developments with existing lots.  The majority of the waterfront lots are already built on,
putting a certain amount of pressure on other as yet undeveloped lakes and ponds in
Washington.  However, the economic conditions of the late 1980's and early 1990's has
put a halt on most residential development in New England.  

The NH Supreme Court ruled in 1991 in the "Chester" case that each town in the
state must allow reasonable opportunity for low and moderate income people to obtain
housing.  Washington, like many small towns across the state, must analyze their zoning
ordinance (Land Use Ordinance) to determine if reasonable opportunity for the
development of lower cost housing exists, and if it doesn't, then amendments should be
drafted and presented to the Town voters.  A review of the Washington Land Use
Ordinance was made considering the "Chester" decision, and the following observations
were made.

Currently, the town is not divided into separate zoning districts, the entire town
consists of one district.  The ordinance allows single family (including mobile homes) or
duplex homes on 2 acre lots everywhere in this district.  Apartments are limited to 2 per
building, and only 1 building is allowed on a single lot.  Multi-family (defined in RSA 674:43
as more than 2 units per building) development is prohibited.  Mobile home parks are also
prohibited, although a subdivision meeting the minimum lot requirements could be
approved and mobile homes placed on the individual lots.  Cluster developments are
permitted anywhere in town, but must have a minimum of 15 acres in the tract, are limited
to single family dwellings, and must have a minimum lot size for each home of 1 acre.
Theoretically, a cluster development could be built for manufactured housing, with
minimum lot sizes of 1 acre as opposed to 2.  There are no provisions for further reduction
of lot sizes when the septic percolation rate is good or package plants could be utilized,
thereby reducing the necessary lot area.  

The "Chester" case has established that some zoning techniques used by towns are
exclusionary in that they effectively exclude lower income people from living in the
community (defined as the town plus the surrounding towns or region).  Washington has
three of the six targeted techniques to some degree:  1) exclusion of multi-family dwellings;
2) prohibition of mobile homes; and 3) lot area requirements. As noted above, Washington
allows the placement of a mobile home on a lot, but the lot must meet the minimum space
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requirements (2 acres, 200' frontage), therefore increasing the total cost of the housing.
The 2 acre minimum lot size could be construed as excessive, and there are no provisions
for reducing it if the soils are well suited for septic system leachate disposal.

Washington also has a high number of seasonal homes, many of which are older
and could be purchased for a relatively low cost.  It may be possible for a lower income
family to afford to buy one of these and still pay for the upgrades necessary to make it a
year round unit, but more often those costs are too high.  

The Upper Valley/Lake Sunapee Council has done a fair share analysis of lower
income housing opportunities as required under state law.  It was done using a model
developed by AER, Inc. that was developed for the Office of State Planning, and is
dependent on Census data.  Since it was done before the 1990 Census was taken, it used
data from the 1980 Census, and therefore is out of date.  It will be updated when the
detailed census data become available in late 1992.  The model considers households that
were "in need" in 1980, meaning they were earning 61% or less of the median regional
income, and had one or more of the following conditions: overcrowded unit (more than 1
person per room); substandard unit (incomplete plumbing or heating); or overpayment
(paying more than 30% of income on housing costs, which includes utilities).

The study indicated that Washington did not have any households classified as "in
need" in 1980.  The town's fair share of the regional need for low cost housing was 18, and
4 credits were given (probably for mobile homes), resulting in a total fair share figure of 14.
This means that if Washington were to accommodate it's fair share of the low cost housing
in the region (consisting of the towns in the Upper Valley/Lake Sunapee Region), 14 low
cost homes, apartments, or rent assisted housing units would be needed.  Washington's
portion is 0.9% of the regional total.  

One of the disadvantages of using these data as an accurate figure for the need for
low cost housing in Washington is that the town has little to do with the economic center
of the region, the Hanover/Lebanon area.  Washington residents probably have more to
do with Hillsborough and Concord than with the Hanover/Lebanon area.  Thus, a more
realistic figure could be obtained if an analysis were done on the Concord or Hillsborough
economic centers, which would include Washington.  The state has mandated that these
studies be done based on the regional planning areas, which in cases like Washington's
doesn't make a lot of sense.  However, it is safe to say that the Town of Washington
should provide around a dozen or so units for low income people, in order to satisfy the
fair share of whatever region it should be in.  
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Chapter Seven: Community Attitudes

A questionnaire was circulated at the annual Town Meeting in March of 1990 to
obtain opinions from residents regarding items of concern to the Planning Board.  A copy
of this questionnaire is reproduced here.  The questions were formulated by members of
the Planning Board with the assistance of Karen M. Cullen, a town planning consultant
from Hillsborough.

Fifty nine responses were received, up from the 40 received for the 1982 Master
Plan.  These 59 respondents represent 9.4 percent of the town population.  The results of
the questionnaire are summarized below.  A complete, detailed report of all responses is
available from the Chairman of the Planning Board.

1. Type of housing:
95%  year round homeowner        
 3%  renter
 2%  owner of undeveloped land

(Note, 10 of the homeowners are also owners of undeveloped land.)

2. Length of residence in Washington (of those completing the questionnaire):
 9%  less than one year
30%  1 - 10 years
27%  10 - 20 years
34%  over 20 years

3. Age brackets (of those completing the questionnaire):
10%  18 - 30
31%  31 - 45
26%  46 - 60
33%  over 60

4. 32% had children under age 18 living with them, while the other 68% did not. 

5. Location of employment:
 5%  unemployed
 9%  in Washington
27%  within 25 miles of Washington
21%  more than 25 miles from Washington
38%  retired

(Note, there were 56 responses to this question.)
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6. 95% of the respondents live in single family homes, the other 5% live in mobile
homes.  (Note, there were 58 responses to this question.)

7. Regarding the adequacy of public services and facilities, there appears to be major
dissatisfaction in the categories of roads and police.  Recreation, fire, rescue, and
library received mostly good to excellent ratings.  An interesting bias was noted in
the category of education: most of the respondents rating education as poor or fair
were parents, while most of those rating education good to excellent were not
parents (of school age children).  Those respondents indicating they were retired
were about evenly split between fair and good.

8. Regarding the town budget, 30% thought it was reasonable, while 7% thought it
was too low to provide the needed services, 58% thought it was too high for the
services provided, and 5% thought it was too high because too many services are
offered. (Note, there were 57 responses to this question.)

9. Regarding the school budget, 43% thought it was reasonable, while 32% thought
it was too low to provide needed services, 13% thought it was too high for the
services provided and 13% felt it was too high because too many services are
offered.  (Note, there were 47 responses to this question.)

10. Regarding town growth:
11% thought it was too slow
56% thought it was just right
33% thought it was too fast

(Note, there were 55 responses to this question.)

11. Regarding future town growth, most respondents felt it should remain about the
same (51%) or slow down (37%), while 12% felt that it should speed up.  (Note,
there were 57 responses to this question.)

12. Regarding growth and land use controls:
23%  they should be more lenient
34%  remain the same
43%  they should be stricter

(Note, there were 56 responses to this question.)

13. Respondents were divided about 3 to 2 in favor of designating specific sections of
town for different land uses, such as rural, residential, and business.  (56% yes,
39% no, 5% no opinion.  Note, there were 57 responses to this question.)
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14. Respondents were again divided about 3 to 2 in favor of requiring different minimum
lot sizes in zones for the purpose of controlling growth.  (57% yes, 38% no, 6% no
opinion.  Note, there were 53 responses to this question.)

15. A majority (54%) of the respondents felt that open space and greenbelts should be
planned now and gradually established, while 32% felt they should be established
immediately and 14% felt they are not important.  (Note, there were 57 responses
to this question.)

16. Regarding the most serious problems facing Washington today, those rated as
serious or very serious were:

rated serious or very serious by roads
over 50% of the respondents: budget growth

taxes

rated serious or very serious by 50%: education

rated serious or very serious by solid waste
less than 50% of the respondents: residential growth

employment

(Note, due to all respondents not checking a column on the questionnaire for each
item, this cannot easily be put into numerical format.)

17. Regarding the location for future residential growth, along town roads, along state
highways, and around vil lage centers were the most favored, while along lake
shores, in forested areas, and in farming areas were by far least favored.  

18. 42% of the respondents felt that further commercial development is not necessary,
while 58% felt it is needed.  Of that 58%, 69% felt that existing regulations are
adequate, while 28% felt they are not strict enough, and 3% felt they are too strict.
(Note, there were 55 responses to this question.)
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19. Types of development desired in Washington:

encourage discourage
single family homes duplex homes
summer homes apartment buildings
retirement homes low income housing
restaurants low income apartments
business/professional offices condominiums
home based businesses mobile homes

motels/inns
shopping centers
convenience stores
gas stations

There was no clear majority for encouraging or discouraging retail shops.  A
number of respondents had no opinion on many items, but none were the majority
of answers for any single i tem.

20. Regarding controls over home based businesses, most respondents felt that
controls should be based mainly on (listed in order of preference) "vehicle and/or
material storage", "traffic volume or frequency", or "number of employees" (ranking
far below the first two).

21. Most respondents felt that non-home based businesses should be located along
state highways, or in/around vi llage centers.

22. Regarding industrial development, 62% felt that light industry would be all right,
while 28% said no industry is wanted at all, and 10% said that heavy industry would
be acceptable.
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Chapter Eight: Goals, Policies, and Recommendations

One of the main functions of a Master Plan is to identify the goals and policies of
a community regarding growth and the future of the town.  The community attitudes survey
done in 1990 as well as the one done in 1981 for the original Master Plan was used to help
guide the Planning Board in arriving at the following goals and policies.

A goal is an idea or image the town wishes to achieve; a policy is a more specific
element of the goal, and a recommendation is a specific action that can be taken to help
achieve the goal.  The development regulations (Land Use Ordinance, subdivision
regulations, etc.) are some of the implementation techniques that are used to achieve the
recommendations and therefore the goals.  

This chapter is organized in the following manner.  Each section is divided into four
parts:  first the goal is stated, then the policies associated with that goal are listed along
with the recommendations being made for each policy, and then a discussion of the
implementation techniques that could be used to attain those policies is presented.  

Environment, Land Use, and Open Space

Goal: Preserve and protect the environment and open space to maintain and enhance the
character of the town, and encourage land uses that contribute to the rural qualities
that exist today.

Policy # 1: Encourage the continuation and expansion of agricultural activities.

Recommendations: Discourage land uses that adversely impact land currently used for
or potentially useable for agricul tural pursuits.

Support programs for the conservation of agricultural lands.

Encourage clustering arrangements for development proposals in
areas of high value agricultural land.

Policy # 2: Promote multiple use management of forests for long term benefit of present
and future generations.

Recommendations: Guide housing development to conserve forest areas, which provide
erosion control, slope stabilization, protection from wind, and
aesthetic value.

Develop and support regulatory and conservation strategies for the
protection of forests, balancing the economic realities and
development needs with the preservation of the forests.
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Encourage the adoption of sound forestry management practices by
property owners.

Policy # 3: Protect the recreational opportunities inherent in undeveloped land, and
maintain a high standard of water quality in lakes, ponds, and streams.

Recommendations: Maintain public access to water bodies and trails.

Encourage development proposals to safeguard and/or enhance
recreational resources.  

Maintain Town beaches, boat launching sites, and Town playgrounds.

Policy # 4: Conserve, maintain, and improve wildlife habitat on both public and private
lands.

Recommendations: Support wildlife habitat protection in development proposals.  

Develop land use controls that maintain a high quality environment
conducive to wildlife.

Identify critical habitat areas and encourage management practices
for the maintenance of them.

Implementation Techniques:

The most common implementation technique for preserving open space and
undeveloped land is putting conservation easements on the land.  In this technique, the
development rights to the property are purchased, so development can never take place
on that land.  The rights are often purchased by or donated to a conservation organization.
Another technique is the outright purchase or donation of a property to the town, state, or
a conservation organization.  This method gives all the privileges of ownership to the new
owner, occasionally with stipulations that the land not be sold for development at a later
date.

Some land use regulations can be used to protect open space, the environmentally
sensitive areas, wildlife habitats, and forests, all of which have recreational value.  The
most common of these is cluster development, which allows the developer to build all the
houses in one small area of the site while preserving the remaining land as open space
for the enjoyment of the residents of the development and sometimes for the general
public.  The overall density prescribed in the zoning ordinance is adhered to, but the
location of the buildings is changed.  Other regulations to protect certain elements of the
environment (such as wetlands, shorelines, floodplains, etc.) are commonly used to keep
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development out of those areas, sometimes providing a buffer to protect the integrity of the
resource.

Growth and Development

Goal: To control development in Washington in order to maintain a growth rate that is
reasonable in light of protecting the existing character of the community.  

Policy # 1: Provide for housing development compatible with sound land use planning,
including the provision of safe, healthy housing available to low income
people and those with special needs (such as elderly and handicapped
people).

Recommendations: Encourage the maintenance and rehabilitation of current housing
stock whenever feasible.

Establish and maintain minimum standards for housing.  The only
requirements now in effect to obtain a building permit are to follow the
NH Energy Code, to install a smoke detector, and to have plumbing
installed by a licensed plumber.

Develop alternative housing approaches in an effort to provide lower
cost dwelling units for families unable to afford conventional homes.

Policy # 2: Provide for commercial and light industrial development to expand the tax
base and provide employment opportunities in the town.

Recommendations: Consider adding a new zoning district to the town to provide for
commercial and light industry businesses to locate.  Adopt regulations
that will provide the flexibility needed by such developers while
maintaining the control needed to protect the public safety and the
aesthetic qualities of the area.

Consider adopting new zoning districts that designate specific areas
of the town for specific land uses and residential densities.

Implementation Techniques:

The most common techniques used to control growth and land use are zoning and
subdivision regulations.  There are many innovative tools available through zoning to
guide growth in terms of location and also in terms of housing cost.  Public or private
housing trusts are also used to promote low cost housing.  Regulations can allow the
construction of accessory apartments ("mother-in-law apartments") or the conversion of
large older homes into several apartment units.  By combining appropriate regulations
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regarding commercial and industrial development in the zoning (Land Use) ordinance and
site plan review regulations, a community can have economic development without it being
an eyesore, public nuisance, or hazard to the health, welfare, and safety of a community.

Public Facilities and Services

Goal: Provide facilities and services in the most efficient manner possible to meet the
needs of the existing and future population.

Policy # 1: Provide for safe, efficient movement of traffic within the town.

Recommendations: Improve the portions of town roads that are in disrepair that receive
heavy volumes of traffic on a daily basis or seasonal basis to
enhance safety and traffic flow.

Develop a Five Year Plan for upgrading Class V roads, which would
schedule different portions of roads for maintenance and for
reconstruction as needed.

Policy # 2: Preserve the "old roads" for recreational activities such as hunting, hiking,
skiing, and snowmobiling.

Recommendations: Prohibit vehicular use of "old roads" during the mud season.

Restrict off road vehicle use of "old roads" where such use would
seriously damage those roads.

Policy # 3: Provide schooling that meets or exceeds minimum state standards, in an
environment conducive to high scholastic achievement.

Recommendations: Monitor the conditions at the school to ensure continual provision of
adequate facili ties.

Policy # 4: Provide adequate public safety through the Police and Fire Departments.

Recommendations: Consider developing a Capital Improvements Program to plan for the
replacement and addition of pol ice, fire, and rescue vehicles, and
heavy equipment needed for highway and road maintenance, in order
to coordinate the timing of such expenditures. 

Policy # 5: Manage a solid waste recycling center that will meet the needs of a town
population expected to increase by 25% during the 1990's.  
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Recommendations: Promote an integrated system of waste management that includes
source reduction through recycling.

Promote public awareness of the practical necessity of a
comprehensive solid waste management program that protects
human health and the environment.

Participate in New Hampshire Resource Recovery Association
sponsored programs that maximize cost avoidance in the disposal of
waste.

Policy # 6: Protect the public's health by ensuring the safe disposal of wastewater and
septage.

Recommendations: Require disposal of wastewater in a manner which fully protects
ground and surface water resources.

Provide for controlling the density of housing developments to
conform with the ability of the soil to handle sub-surface septic
systems.

Make site inspections of marginal or inadequate septic systems that
because of location may be contaminating waters used by swimmers.

Implementation Techniques:

In addition to growth control regulations, common techniques include the Capital
Improvements Program and departmental rules and regulations.  The Capital
Improvements Program is a listing of all the expected expenditures for capital
improvements over a period of six to ten years.  The document is updated frequently, and
is used as an advisory tool by budget committees and Boards of Selectmen.  


