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Members 
Present: 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting Location: Brentwood Recreation Center, 190 Rte. 125, Brentwood, NH 03833.  
 

Ned Matson recused himself. Chairman Aldred Cheek opened the public hearing at 7:00 pm. 
 

Motion made by Stevens, 2nd by Finan, to give alternate Kennedy voting rights and to fill Matson’s seat 
on the Board. All were in favor with Kennedy abstaining. Motion Carried.  
 

7:00 pm: Continued Site Plan Review Application: Applicant Joseph Falzone; Owner Gordon Wilson, 
41A Mill Rd, Brentwood, NH 03833, tax map 217.048.000; and Owner Conrad Marcotte Trust, off Mill 
Rd, tax map 217.052.000. A proposal for an age restricted development consisting of approx. 75+/- units 
(single family detached dwellings) condominium ownership with associated drainage, roads, utilities, 
and other amenities; active and passive (foot trails) recreation areas within the proposed development 
and a club house. Properties are located within the residential/agricultural zone.  
 

Present: Applicant Joseph Falzone; Scott Cole & Christian Smith with Beals Associates for the applicant; 
Attorney Mark Johnson with Johnson and Borenstein, LLC; Stephen Pernaw with Stephen G. Pernaw & 
Company, Inc, traffic consultant; Steve Shope, hydrogeologist from Exeter Environmental.  Town’s legal 
counsel, Walter Mitchell from The Mitchell Group; Town’s engineers Chris Raymond with TEC; Sam 
Gregorio, traffic consultant with TEC; Danna Truslow of Truslow Resource Consulting, LLC, Town’s peer 
reviewer on the hydrogeologic study.   
 

Abutters present: Bob Stephens, Northrup Drive, Chair of the Conservation Commission; Ryan McCarthy 
62 Fellows Rd; Mark Young 47 Fellows Rd; Cameron Miner of Fellows Rd.; Ron Clark 506 Middle Rd; Eric 
Turer of Peabody Drive; David Massee of Fellows Rd.; Carol Belliveau 46 Mill Rd. This meeting was well 
attended but only a handful of residents spoke during the public comment sessions.  
 

Aldred Cheek reviewed the process; if the application is complete, the Board will accept the application 
to then consider it. That starts the 65-day clock to make a decision, but it can be extended. The applicant 
and his experts will present the proposal and any studies that were done. The Planning Board will have 
an opportunity to ask questions. Then the Board will hear from Town’s experts and 3rd party reviewers. 
Then the Board will open it up for public comment and then close the public comment session. Please 
be considerate and don’t approach members of the Board with any inappropriate comments.  
 

Aldred Cheek noted that paperwork is in order, abutters were notified, and abutter notification was sent 
out regarding the potential of regional impact to other Towns. There is a memo from RPC (on file). There 
is a lot of information to review and there will be plenty of opportunity to have the public review and 
participate during this process.  
 

Greenwood explained that in his first comment letter before the last meeting, he had felt that the 
application was incomplete as there was substantive information that was still outstanding. In the 
interim month, additional information has been received, reviewed, disseminated to members, and 
available for public review. His recommendation is that there is now a complete application for the 
purposes of invoking jurisdiction to start consideration of the application.  
 

Kristin Aldred Cheek, Chair Mark Kennedy, Alt.  
Bruce Stevens, Vice Chair Brian West, Alt. – not voting 
Doug Finan Kate Locke-Parks, Alt. – not voting 
Paul Kleinman  
Stefanie Kizza Town Planner, Glenn Greenwood 
Ned Matson – recused himself  
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Kleinman agreed that the application is now complete for the purposes of invoking jurisdiction. Whether 
or not the Board will approve the project, which is a standard the applicant has a burden of proving, that 
this complies with the various regulations, state laws and standards and will not have adverse impact on 
the surrounding area. He mentioned the statute pertaining to whether the ordinance change, removing 
senior housing in March, would affect this project or not. RSA 676:12 VI, provides where the notice for 
the design review process preceded the notice of the zoning change in the ordinance, it essentially 
grandfathers the applicant as long as the applicant proceeds with a formal application within 12 months, 
which he has. The supreme court Wall vs. Town of Belmont supports this. Given the completeness of the 
application and the RSA, the Board is duty bound to invoke jurisdiction.  
 

Motion made by Stevens, 2nd by Kennedy, to invoke jurisdiction to accept the application as complete. 
All were in favor. Motion carried.  
 

B. Stephens said from the audience so there’s no discussion? Aldred Cheek reiterated the process of 
accepting the application. That doesn’t mean that everything that needs to be done is done, there are 
reviews that haven’t been completed yet, it only means now the formal public hearing to consider the 
application will start and there will be opportunities to ask questions. The Board needs more 
information, needs to hear from the applicant, our consultants who have reviewed various studies. 
When the Board gets to public comment, come forward to the microphone, state your name and 
address and ask your questions. Cheek also asked that if there is written input to share with the Board, 
to send it to the PB office and not to individual members of the Board or not via other channels, and also 
have your name on any written comments submitted. Young asked so the Board voted to accept the 
application and then it considers the application, is there another vote and then in 90 days you vote to 
approve it? Aldred Cheek clarified that it only means that the Board will now look at the application, 
studies etc. Stephens said the Board didn’t invite discussion as to whether the application is complete 
and noted that there is a lot of information and design from experts, consultants but you didn’t invite 
discussion on whether the application was complete or not. Aldred Cheek reiterated that the 
completeness of the application is a discussion and judgement among the Board. Stephens said so the 
decision to accept the application is offline, not open to the public. Greenwood responded it’s not 
offline, it’s done in the public forum. But it’s a decision by the Planning Board. Finan said it’s a Board 
decision to invoke jurisdiction to start the clock so now they can present, and you can hear what they 
have to say and then you can ask questions. Aldred Cheek added accepting an application as complete 
does not address the quality of what’s been received, it’s a checklist. Have we received each of these 
things that the Town requires be submitted with an application, it’s a procedural step.  
 

An unidentified resident (Cameron Miner?) asked about RPC’s questions, and will that be addressed 
later or is that part of the acceptance or is a response required for accepting it? Stevens confirmed there 
was a report from RPC, it’s online and no acceptance or response is necessary.    
 

Smith, engineer with Beals & Associates, mentioned the experts in attendance and gave an overview of 
the proposal on behalf of the applicant, Mr. Falzone. They’ve been through a review with RCCD 
(Rockingham County Conservation District). One of the soils in the density calculations is alluvial, 
deposited by flood waters but it doesn’t mean every soil type in flood plain is alluvial. That has been 
clarified by the soil scientists and the largest edit is a reduction from 75 to 71 units, based on the review 
from RCCD; 71 units is the density. This revised design is for 71 units, individual detached condominium 
homes that will be separated by a minimum of 50’, having to do with fire code. The units will each have 
limited common areas. The roadway is roughly 4,400 lineal feet with three cul-de-sacs. 24’ wide paved 
surface with 5’ sidewalks on one side of the main road. Two community wells and individual septic 
systems located throughout the property. A drainage design has been through one round of review with 
TEC, both the Town’s civil and traffic consultant, and Beals provided a response to that. A couple of 
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catches that Mr. Raymond found caused additional changes to the drainage study. Mr. Falzone attended 
a Conservation Commission hearing and one of their concerns pertained to the homes up on the hill 
from the river. All of those homes are now proposed with stone drip edge trenches to infiltrate the roof 
runoff from those homes which should address their concern and assists with more rainwater back into 
the ground as well. There is one additional stormwater infiltration pond which takes in only water from 
the LCA lawn/landscape areas, homes and driveways located at the end of the furthest cul-de-sac. They 
met with the Fire Department and there are two proposed fire cisterns. The club house area has been 
pulled back another 50-60’ from the river and provides another buffer. There is zero disturbance within 
the 150’ shoreland protection setback. Kennedy confirmed that the revisions mentioned are in the 
revised plan set. Smith agreed.  
 

Aldred Cheek asked about privacy. Smith said landscape plans are in the back of the plan set and were 
done by a landscape architect with the intention of creating privacy buffers with vegetation between the 
units and in addition, homeowners have the option to put up privacy fencing if they choose. Aldred 
Cheek mentioned units 68, 69, 70 and 71 that are bunched together. Smith said they are maintaining the 
50’ setback as required, and the landscape plan will create necessary privacy. Greenwood had only seen 
the revised plans yesterday and has only had time to do a cursory look, so he doesn’t have formal 
comments.  
 

Aldred Cheek asked about rural character and how the plan has addressed that. Smith said typically 
condominiums, you think of townhomes or similar and these he believes area a rural design for 
condominium ownership. They are single family homes, age restricted, the landscape plans will enhance 
that, and they are maintaining over 42 acres of undisturbed open space; approximately 73.4 acres in 
total and maintain 42 acres that are undisturbed.  
 

Aldred Cheek asked about how they addressed shared driveways. Smith said they eliminated all the 
shared or common driveways, so each home has its own access.   
 

Kennedy asked about access to the open space and how it was deeded; open to the public for those 
who wanted to fish along the river for example. Falzone said the residents that live there would have 
access to the river on foot. Kennedy asked about open access for the residents of Brentwood. Falzone is 
open to discussing that as long as there isn’t parking.  Kennedy would like that incorporated somehow. 
Aldred Cheek asked about the open trails. Smith said the condo docs and bylaws are in draft form so any 
input the Board has can be taken into consideration. Kennedy said the buffer area goes down to the 
river so incorporate language in the deeded buffer area about public access. Smith said there is a passive 
recreation trail that will also be created. It will not take any trees, just some possible limbing done. 
Walking trails in the open space that are new will be placed where it makes sense and marked with 
placards. Aldred Cheek mentioned scheduling a site walk and Stevens added staking or flagging the 
centerline of the ROW to mark it and review the potential public access to the river at the site walk. 
Falzone said the river trail exists today from the prior owner and he can flag that. Aldred Cheek 
suggested using something biodegradable. Kleinman asked about energy usage, any calculation about 
usage. Smith said in past projects, the homes are all energy star compliant but he’s not aware of any 
energy usage calculation. Aldred Cheek mentioned orientation, south facing for example. Smith said that 
was taken into consideration but not all of them can be south facing.  
 

Traffic Impact Assessment:  
Stephen Pernaw with Pernaw & Company presented the traffic impact assessment (on file) which was 
submitted to the Board as part of the application. They’ve been doing traffic studies for over 30 years in 
both the private and public sectors. Pernaw had suggested a trip generation memorandum to Mr. 
Falzone, who said no, do the entire thing. So, we followed what all traffic studies take into account on 
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state highways and followed NHDOT guidelines and procedures. Fig. 1 shows the site location, 111A 
Middle Rd. to South Rd. and they looked at 4 intersections. Mill at 111A, site driveway, Fellows Road 
intersection and Mill Road and South. There is also NHDOT traffic data on 111A and Mill Rd. NHDOT data 
on a daily basis, August of 2021 and Mill Road 3 days in June of 2019. It’s good information but it’s not 
used in their analysis and projections. We’re interested in when does traffic flow reach peak level. It 
peaks in the morning, mid-day and is highest in the evening. Each day traffic varies so we did a 7 am to 9 
am 2-hour count. Afternoon was 3 pm to 6 pm, 3-hours of data. With this, we can calculate the highest 
1-hour period, morning peak and evening peak. Fig. 2 shows the details of the raw data. 111A had over 
231 cars and 249 on the right side of the intersection from 3-4 pm. From the area of the site itself, 22 
cars heading southbound and 17 northbound at the site itself, 3 trips were generated. At Fellows Rd. 39 
cars came in and out. Evening peaks were 3 to 4, 3:15 to 4:15 and 4:30 to 5:30 and am peaks were 7 to 8 
and 8 to 9 a.m. Data is collected with a camera system. Future projections without the development. 
Fig. 3 shows 2023, open year. Raw data was collected in December, below peak month so DOT uses a 
factor to adjust. Same for Covid-19, an adjustment is factored in. So, it’s factored up for peak month, 
Covid an annual growth. Fig. 4 is 2033, horizon year, 10 years out.  
 

Pernaw continued so how much traffic will this development generate; this is a trip generation analysis. 
On residential developments it’s based on the ITE, Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation 
manual. DOT requires this be used. This was done when the proposal had 80 dwelling units and the 
highest hour had 37 trips. Evening peak hour 22 coming home and 15 leaving in a one-hour period. The 
day we were binding the report, it had been reduced to 75 units. Addendum one on the first page is now 
minus 2 trips. Tonight, it’s 71 units. No need to revise the traffic study, it’s built in. ITE gives the quantity 
of trips, and you take that trip generation and come up with the post development projections. We 
looked at Fellows Rd, no other outlet on Mill. About ¾ of the traffic is going to go out to 111A and the 
rest to South Rd. Then it’s onto the technical analysis, intersection analysis, do you need a stop sign, a 
light, widen the road for turn lanes.  
 

Fig. 7, discloses the impacts this development will have in the study area. Whenever you develop, you 
will have an impact on traffic, however, minimal impact. This is a low volume roadway so the percent 
will sound astronomical, but the math is here. Pernaw discussed the 4 intersections with intersection 
capacity and level of service, turning left and right etc. Level service A. If it’s over 50 seconds its F. The 
volume to capacity is A, 3%, not a capacity problem. Ample capacity for cars to go through an 
intersection. Safety evaluation; site distance. Looking left no problem, but looking right, re-grading will 
be necessary to get site distance for right turn exits. Shared lanes are fine, one exit lane is all that’s 
needed. Stop sign control, white stop bar or an optional double yellow center line. Stevens asked if 
Pernaw could provide 2 additional hard copies of the traffic study to have in the office and for the public 
to review.  
 

Kennedy said there is an impact to Mill Rd. and would like to make a motion that Mr. Falzone pay a 
portion or percentage of the reconstruction of Mill Road that is to be done this spring/summer. There is 
also bridge work. The impact on the road will be significant enough that he should pay a percentage, a 
discussion between TEC and Mr. Pernaw. Aldred Cheek asked about construction vehicles on the road. 
Kennedy suggested a conversation with the Road Agent (Wayne Robinson) and Karen (Town 
Administrator) for details and follow their recommendations or even TEC’s recommendations on how to 
move forward. Stevens suggested discussing at the next meeting how development and how state law 
affects offsite improvements on projects. Need to discuss what are the improvements, applicability and 
the cost of those upgrades. It’s worth a discussion. (No vote was taken on the motion).  
 

Kizza asked about the dimensions used to analyze site distance. Pernaw replied site distance in the field 
is done with an eyeball location of an exiting driver. The ASHTO green book gives guidance and 
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flexibility, 14 ½ feet from edge of pavement, DOT uses less. And an eyeball height for drivers coming in 
both directions, that’s 3 ½ feet. Some Towns have an ordinance for example 200’ for 30 mph etc. 
NHDOT state highway uses 400’, don’t need that here. Kizza asked about pedestrians and Pernaw said 
typically pedestrian counts are not included. He recalls one pedestrian walking 2 dogs down to 111A and 
then back but it’s not like a central business district and he would classify that as occasional: 
pedestrians, bikes.  
 

Aldred Cheek said the imaginary center line, this road isn’t that wide, and does an increase in volume, 
how does that affect safety as this road wasn’t built for a lot of traffic. Pernaw said people drive down 
the middle of the road and every intersection has a crash rate, how many crashes per million vehicles in 
a year. 30 cars that fraction will go up, but it won’t change the accident history, the numbers aren’t 
there. Aldred Cheek asked from a research perspective, that sample wouldn’t be a valid sample, it’s a 
couple of hours here and there. Pernaw said we follow state practice, one typical weekday. Tuesday, 
Wed, or Thursday. Take that data and do the adjustments factoring it up. On Mill Rd, the traffic numbers 
were 547, 491, 561. Everyday its different so you don’t count 365 days, you analyze, add your 37 trips, 
analyze the capacity, and come up with the same answer. The study comes up with the delta.  
 

Kleinman asked what is the percentage of increase in traffic from the site to 111A? Pernaw replied 
without the development, 60 cars in the peak p.m. With the development 97, 37 increase based on the 
80 units. 62%. But you’ve lost 10 units, that will go down. Growth rate is 2% compounded annually. 
Kleinman asked if the development is included in the growth rate. Pernaw said that’s separate. Pernaw 
said DOT uses 1% as the minimum. Kleinman asked if other developments like on South Road were 
included. Pernaw replied, no.  
 

Sam Gregorio, Senior Traffic Engineer with TEC for 12 years, Town’s consultant, gave an overview on 
their assessment of the traffic study. Gregorio made it clear that they work for the Town, not the 
developer. Full disclosure, ITE trip generation manual, Gregorio was recently the President of the NH 
section of that organization but there is no general conflict, it’s a public manual used by communities 
throughout the country. TEC reviewed the traffic study and information provided by Mr. Pernaw and in 
general, it meets all state and local guidelines on how a traffic study should be put together. ITE trip 
generation manual has thousands upon thousands of trip counts. This is a 55+ community, so they used 
senior housing trips which is not the same as single family or for an apartment complex. It is a count for 
55+ detached housing, age restricted. The number of trips generated come from a number of traffic 
studies for those types of developments and those projections are based on a linear rate for that use, 
and number of units. R2 value. 1 = linear. This land use is a 9, which means the data is accurate. It’s 
important to know that if they did not use 55+, and used a regular residential subdivision, that 33 cars in 
the morning would change to 55, still less than 1 new car a minute in the entire development. The pm 
would be 72. Age restricted housing has less trip generation.  
 

Gregorio continued TEC generally concurs with the traffic study although they do acknowledge, along 
with Mr. Pernaw, that there is a substantial increase in total traffic, 30%, the overall volume on the 
roadway is about 90 trips post development: about 1 car every 40 seconds. TEC concurs with the site 
distance measurements and believes he read that the developer agreed to cut the vegetation for that 
site distance but that it would need to be maintained so it doesn’t come back. Incidents of crashes, the 
rate of crash doesn’t change, so 30 more cars per hour, 1 car every 40 seconds post development on the 
road there’s not a lot of conflict between vehicles with the delay. It’s still a level service A. This location 
doesn’t have a significant crash history. There wouldn’t be a lot of q-ing of vehicles and the trip 
generation and factors take this into account.  
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Kennedy asked about the Covid adjustment. Gregorio explained the peak month and Covid adjustments. 
The state has count stations which count every day for particular roads for over 30 years. The traffic 
data counts are used to project to the peak month. As an example, if you did the counts in May but the 
peak month is August, you factor August in on a similar road, is a 20% increase for the peak month. You 
add 20%. Covid uses historic counts, similar day, similar month prior to Covid. Then project what would 
have been in 2019 and project annual growth. If there was a 30% collapse in volume from Covid, you 
add 30%.  
 

Kleinman asked about the one exit lane vs. an alternative and visual cue in yellow. Gregorio said the 
amount of traffic leaving and coming to the site is not a lot, it’s not enough traffic to warrant having 
separate lanes. Mill Road also doesn’t have enough traffic and doesn’t need more pavement. Adding a 
double yellow center line, that’s the Town’s preference. It’s a low volume roadway. You may only want a 
white edge line. Kennedy said historically we don’t put lines on the country roads.  
 

Aldred Cheek mentioned concerns have been brought up regarding pedestrian safety on Mill Rd. If 
you’re walking,  a car going by every 40 seconds sounds like a lot. Gregorio responded that bicycle 
conditions are still within the flow of traffic on that road. The developer is providing a sidewalk on one 
side for pedestrians within the development. Mill Rd. is an existing condition for pedestrians on it. TEC 
wouldn’t provide a recommendation for a mitigation request of the developer to provide additional 
sidewalks or a cross walk at the location. The Board can condition that of the applicant if necessary but 
off site, is the developer required to do so? Fellows Rd. doesn’t have any sidewalks. Stevens said it goes 
back to safety, but TEC wouldn’t require a sidewalk on Mill Rd. Gregorio replied the stopping site 
distance is vehicle to vehicle but how that is calculated, reaction time for a driver at 30 mpg it’s 200’ 
(ASHTO), that distance is quite available along Mill Rd. Stevens said so TEC’s summation of the additional 
volume on Mill Rd. is that it’s not a red flag that it will be unsafe for pedestrians to transit the road. 
Gregorio replied, the increase in traffic percentage wise seems high but the total number of cars is not. 
1 car every 40 seconds, in all directions, is not a lot. Stevens said so the post development traffic counts, 
if you were hired by XYZ to do a traffic study, you would say that Mill Rd. would not be dangerous for 
pedestrians to use. Gregorio said more cars equals, more obstruction conflict but it wouldn’t change at a 
different rate. There are cars and pedestrians on the road now. It doesn’t necessarily change the safety 
aspect. If you had 20 subdivision driveways added to Mill Rd. affecting site distance, that’s different. 
Stevens said the science indicates that it won’t imperil pedestrians. Gregorio said Mill Rd. has some hills 
and some wind to it but he’s not sure a sidewalk could fit on Mill Rd. A sidewalk would need to continue 
to somewhere and not end 100’ down the road. Kennedy suggested they review any Mill Rd. 
engineering plans for the road and he’s not advocating for a sidewalk but maybe add a few feet to the 
shoulder due to reconstructing the road anyway, but they can’t do anything without plans so it’s 
premature; contact Wayne Robinson or BOS to see if there are any plans.  
 

Aldred Cheek opened it up for public comment regarding the traffic. C. Miner of Fellows Rd. requested 
that the Board ask for a pedestrian safety study. There are more pedestrians and it’s an uphill and 
narrow road, walk it. Adding that development will affect the turning radius, people already drive in the 
middle of the road. It’s flawed to say there was one pedestrian walking dogs and suggested the Board 
look at the safety of this.  
 

B. Dale of Fellows Rd. had major safety concerns and added when approving this regarding state and 
town regulations, it also can’t have an adverse impact in the surrounding area. A child hit or killed by a 
car is an adverse impact. It’s not an intersection issue, it’s the corners and hills on a road with no 
shoulder with 75% of the traffic to and from 111A. This traffic study didn’t consider pedestrians, bicycle 
paths, crosswalks. This road has no shoulder on the bank of a river, so how much shoulder can be 
added? Site distance of 400’ is supposed to be eye contact with a driver. Trees are within 30’ and 
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regrading and moving trees, is that plan within 50’ of the wetland? See what would need to come down 
for it to be safe and what we forbid in our ordinance from taking down right now and asked the Board to 
look at that when considering this.  
 

R. McCarthy of Fellows Rd. had site line and safety concerns as well. He addressed Kennedy about being 
presumptuous to make a suggestion of a motion for any cautionary agreement, for maintenance or 
upkeep regarding the road with the Town and the developer without an approved application, that’s 
putting the cart before the horse and feels it was inappropriate. Bickum stated that that motion was not 
voted on. Kennedy said the process is to accept the application, discuss, make motions, all prior to 
approving a plan. McCarthy addressed Greenwood that he had made a recommendation the application 
be accepted but then 15 minutes later had said that he only received the plans yesterday and didn’t 
have a chance to review it in detail. Greenwood replied that when he made his first round of comments 
a month ago, there were two on the list that they hadn’t submitted for him to feel comfortable that the 
application was complete. Four days after that first meeting, that information came in, was distributed 
and available, which changed his perspective on whether the application was complete. McCarthy asked 
does a road with a significant grade carry the same weight as a flat road? Coming from Middle to Mill, it 
doesn’t have clear site lines. Walk it and drive it, there will be impacts on passive recreation on the road. 
Drive it in the summertime. There was no word about construction impacts affecting the road, it could 
be a 4-year build out. Big trucks on a small road was not part of the traffic study. The day the traffic 
study was done, there was an accident on Middle Rd. that put all the traffic on Mill Rd. Bickum 
confirmed that that information had been emailed to Mr. Pernaw. Aldred Cheek asked if TEC saw it. 
Bickum will send to TEC.  
 

M. Young from 47 Fellows Rd. said there are 29 houses in his neighborhood and more than ½ the 
residents are 55+ and older and they all still work. The applicant’s engineer can do all the modeling but 
there is no way to assess how many people will be working in that age restricted development, probably 
more than ½. These aren’t low income, workforce homes, they will start at $500,000+ at least. Those 
home will have 2 cars, 140 more cars on Mill Rd. is the reality.  
 

TEC initial review comments:  
Chris Raymond from TEC (Town’s consultant) went through his 1st review comments from the original 
submission (on file). TEC didn’t have a chance to review the applicants’ responses per Beal’s comments 
or the revised 2nd plan set and updated drainage that was submitted. Raymond said there were about 60 
comments. Aldred Cheek asked to hit the important highlights knowing there are still additional reviews 
to be done.  
 

Raymond clarified that it was being treated as a condominium. Is the plan to be a Town Rd. or a private 
road as it was unclear in the plans and affects the road and layout comments. Stevens said the road 
specs should be uniform whether it’s private or public, the infrastructure and design should be the 
same. In the past, roads built as a private roads and then 25 people petition it to have the Town adopt it 
as a public road and we were burned so the road standard should have been corrected. Raymond said 
the driveways are close and don’t seem to conform to the standards, frontages, distances of lot 
requirements, don’t add up. Kennedy said he’s referencing the 10’ driveway setbacks, driveway 
permitting process, 10’ from the lot line in a subdivision but condominium is common land. Greenwood 
clarified that this isn’t a subdivision, and they aren’t creating individual lots. Condominium where each 
dwelling unit has limited common area with it but it’s not a stand-alone subdivided lot. Raymond said 
the 10’ is safety, own driveway and designated access. He also recommended when the condo docs are 
prepared and reviewed that it’s noted if the road is to be turned over to the Town or would need to be 
brought up to Town standards. Greenwood said the common area and limited common area have to be 
shown for a condominium.  
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Raymond commented on the boathouse, it’s close to the river but no detail. The survey is unclear, there 
was a headstone called out, rock walls but no notation on treatment of it. Asked for more clarification as 
it raises a red flag. There was no lighting plan provided, is there street lighting? Need more clarification. 
Stormwater issues, the post development runoff rates are higher than pre-development which isn’t 
allowed. More clarification is needed on this. Septic plans, some of the rates used are DES numbers of 
125 gallons per day per unit. DES has a number per bedroom. These are 2-bedroom units so that should 
double, that’s a concern. Falzone confirmed that an application to NHDES has not been submitted yet. 
Raymond continued and read through all of the comments dated March 18, 2022 (on file). Highlights 
from TEC’s preliminary review: post office notification, street numbering, roadway exceeding maximum 
10’ cut depth and needs to be revised, wetland setbacks mislabeled, label limits of excavation grading, 
no crosswalk detail, landscape and lighting plans needed, need erosion control outlined on plans, label 
ROW of proposed road and if it’s to be a Town Rd., 25’ reserve strips should be shown, no disturbance of 
vegetated no disturb buffers, boathouse details needed, trails should be noted on plans, groundwater 
recharge and seasonable high water table info., show test pits and percolation data on plans, phased 
development - see phases and construction limits. More details on preparation of the site, removal of 
trees, stone walls etc. Stormwater management, O&M plan and shows increase in discharges for 50-
year storm. Conflicting erosion control measures stated as no plastic per wildlife assessment. All ponds 
designed for 100-year storm events and groundwater recharge.  
 

R. Clark of Middle Rd. was concerned about privacy between the units. Commented that the developer 
suggested creative landscaping and lighting for units to have adequate privacy, but a lot of people live 
across the river, looking across to this for 6 months of the year, and if the Board could consider that as 
part of the plan trees, shrubs etc. to maintain privacy so the views don’t change significantly. He was 
also concerned that their property values would be affected by this development. Kennedy commented 
there will be 150’ of a no disturbance along the river and recommended attending a site walk and 
request additional screening if necessary.  
 

C. Miner added this will also significantly change the views from Fellows Rd. and requested something to 
block the back of all these units. This will impact how people perceive the Fellows Rd. development.  
 

5-minute break at approximately 9:12 pm.  
 

Hydrogeologic Study:  
Steven Shope of Exeter Environmental Associates, LLC, developer’s consultant, gave an overview of the 
hydrogeological study that was submitted with the application. He’s been doing hydrogeology for over 
35 years and his wife Julie, does the fieldwork. A hydrogeologic investigation was required for two 
reasons: the zoning ordinance requires it when there is a development overlying the aquifer protection 
district and there is over 2400 gallons per day of septic affluent, requires a hydro study. The 
development site is light blue, aquifer deposits, thinnest layer put together by the US geological survey. 
Light blue is sand and gravels, less than 20’ thick. One of the hydro studies objectives is to see if the 
mapping is correct. 8 test borings were done across the property and in general the mapping is correct, 
less than 20’ of water saturated thickness, sand and gravel on site and glacial till. Ordinances were 
developed to protect public water supplies. The concern are nitrates from septic leach fields impacting 
the groundwater. The Feds have an allowable amount of 10 mg per liter for nitrate impacts, a drinking 
water standard. The Town of Brentwood zoning ordinance adopted 5 mg per liter. He looked at the 
nitrate dilution aspect. Advanced the soil borings, once the tooling is withdrawn from the ground, a 2” 
pvc pipe is installed to create a monitoring well to allow measurements of water levels and collect water 
quality samples. Eight ground monitoring wells were installed, deep and shallow wells. Then they 
measure water elevations, levels to evaluate groundwater flow. It flows from high to low, from Fellows 
Rd. North to Exeter River. They sampled 4 wells for background nitrates and one well had some 
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background nitrate, well 1, the other 3 wells didn’t have any detectable nitrate. The well with nitrates 
detected was in Mr. Marcotte’s field; 3 mg per liter of nitrate presumably from fertilizer. They sent off 
sand and gravel material for analysis, allowing the calculation of the hydro conductivity of the soils, the 
ability of the soil to transmit water. Average results of hydro conductivity, using a geometric mean of 
the data which allows them to estimate what the nitrate dilution would be over a distance. The leach 
fields are sited to be as far from the Exeter River as practical, the distance between the leach fields and 
the river are between 500’ and 750’. Nitrate spreadsheet estimates with groundwater moving through 
or beneath the leach field diluting the nitrates with distance. The property boundary is the standard 
down gradient, 5 mg per liter and using these values the estimate of nitrates at the Exeter River would 
be 2 to 3 mg per liter. Meeting the standard of 5 mg, which is half the standard drinking water of 10 mg 
per liter. Shope said Truslow did have a concern about the glacial till borings and they have agreed to go 
back to and drill some more test borings and collect more samples to get a better idea of what is the soil 
type below the leaching plumes, the area between the leach fields and the river. 12 borings, 3 inside 
each of the leach field plumes and he will resubmit those soil samples for analysis and see if the hydro 
conductivity estimates change at all.  
 

Kennedy asked what the issue is with glacial till. Shope replied it has a lower conductivity level, so it 
affects the groundwater flowing through it, with a lower conductivity, the nitrate concentration is 
higher. Shope explained Darcy’s Law (q = Q/A = -K*dh/dl) and said septic leach fields work fine in glacial 
till but with lower hydro conductivity, the nitrates are concentrated so if originally it was 2.2 mg, and it’s 
½ the conductivity rate presumed, then the nitrates would be at 4.4. the state has setbacks to glacial till, 
could be 100’. They did move a leach field that was close to a stream. So that was recently moved by 
Beals, a work in progress and we’ll see what we get with the soil borings. Aldred Cheek asked about a 
margin of error. Shope uses the average hydro conductivity to take in any variables. The standard is 10 
and Brentwood’s standard is half, a 50% margin of error built in.  
 

Kleinman asked about calculations, if it would affect the water table. There is concern about draw down 
on the water table. Shope responded it shouldn’t have an impact because the water is being returned to 
the aquifer. It’s coming from the bedrock, which is a different aquifer. Wells are drilled in the bedrock, 
but water is returned to the septic leach fields. This water is returned to the same watershed, so it won’t 
draw it down. Kennedy said so the wells drilled will be monitored for the recharge rate. Shope agreed, 
the water quality in the bedrock wells has been tested and is available. The 72-hour pump test hasn’t 
happened yet. Kennedy asked about the well monitoring. Shope said that’s dictated by state regulations. 
Falzone said 11 homeowners registered to have their wells monitored. Kennedy asked about any results 
that could come back. Shope said so with well monitoring, he uses pressure transducers, but he’s not 
sure how they will do it. A 72-hour test, test water levels for 72 hours prior to the test as a baseline, 
then kick on the pump to do the draw down. If the water level is affected, the water will go down by a 
certain percentage. Wells that are 300’ to 400’+ are fine, it’s usually dug wells that can be affected.  
 

Danna Truslow with Truslow Consulting presented on behalf of the Town. She’s a hydrogeologist and 
geologist in practice for 35+ years. She’s reviewed the hydrogeologic report and had some comments. 
Truslow and Shope did discuss Truslow’s comments yesterday and Shope has agreed to incorporate 
most of the comments she made. Truslow did a site visit with Steve and Julie to look at the wells and the 
site setting. Permeability testing is sometimes done in situ, testing the well itself, and sometimes it’s 
done taking grain size analyses and his method was to take grain size analyses. But because there are 
several different types of material in the wells, it would be good to not only evaluate the sand and gravel 
material but the glacial till as well. It’s important because there would be groundwater flow from the 
leach fields that would enter the glacial till and sand and gravel. So knowing the differences in the 
properties is important and he has agreed to do that. A greater range of particle sizes exists in glacial till 
and is denser, which can affect conductivity; sand and gravel is more uniform. In the analysis for the 
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nitrate loading, if there is a marked difference, there could be a separate average and be more 
representative of a particular location. Four samples, but Truslow wants all wells sampled. Shope has 
agreed to sample all the wells, including the four already sampled and this would be onsite field testing.  
Two analysis points established at the river should be sampled and tested for the same field parameter 
analysis. Groundwater levels were measured twice, in December 2021 and January 2022. Since spring 
water levels are the highest water levels, it’s important to measure several more rounds of water levels 
to get a good representation of the highest and lowest water levels. Wells in till…Truslow requests a 
pressure transducer, an electronic device to measure the change in pressure in a well and relate that to 
water levels to come up with a water level graph. Truslow also looked at the septic locations; a high area 
where most of the building will be which drops down to a flood plain area with wetlands. There is a high 
area, a bluff, lower flood plain and then the river. The groundwater flows towards the river in all 
directions but in hydrogeologic settings, when water enters an upland, there is a vertical component of 
flow and the flow turns upward at the base of steep slopes, which means the groundwater is often 
discharging, coming from the groundwater up to the ground surface. It looks as if from the diagrams and 
topography, there is probably discharge happening at the toe of all of these steep slopes, which means 
the groundwater isn’t flowing straight to the river but discharging before it gets to the river. Because of 
this, there is less dilution in that flood plain area potentially. Therefore, the compliance boundary is 
closer to the river but make it closer to these points of discharge area, the bottom side of these steep 
slopes. Compliance boundary is the point at which you have to meet a water quality standard, usually 
the downgraded property line. Instead of 5 mg per liter being met at the river, it would be met closer to 
the edge of the slopes. Truslow asked that one of the septic systems on the west side of the site, 2750 
gallons per day, the plume emanating from that leach field was intersecting with a stream, NW2. There 
could be groundwater discharging to that stream affecting the water quality so she requested that 
system be moved and they agreed to do that. Shope confirmed that the revised plan set shows that 
moved system. Nitrate loading calculations, there will be more testing to look at the soil conditions in 
early May. Truslow asked about the 125 gallons per day as it seems low and thought there would be a 
higher flow rate used. The rest of the comments were minor, additional information on some of the 
tables and impervious surface coverage, additional details on fertilizer, de-icing and landscaping 
chemicals which influence water quality, especially next to the river and irrigation, any conservation 
methods to be utilized? After the additional work is complete, Truslow will submit additional review 
comments. Shope is hoping to have all testing and results back by June.  
 

Summary of Truslow Comments: 
1. Evaluate the glacial till.  
2. Nitrate loading re-evaluation; testing of soils to be done in early May.  
3. All 8 wells to be sampled.   
4. 2 analysis points at the river to be sampled and tested.  
5. Measure the spring water levels.  
6. Measure wells in till with a pressure transducer.  
7. Groundwater discharging; flow at toe of steep slopes.  
8. Move one septic leach field away from stream. (done) 
9. 125 gallons per day flow rate, seems low. Use higher rate? 
10. Additional details on use of fertilizer, de-icing and landscaping chemicals.  
11. Irrigation planned? Conservation methods used? 

 

Greenwood asked Shope how much of a burden is it for you to change that compliance boundary to the 
top of the slope. Shope replied the 4375 eastern leach field, to change it to the edge of the wetland isn’t 
a huge impact. A leach field closer to NW7 that is a significant change, but there isn’t one there. It won’t 
have a big impact but the compliance boundary is dictated by the zoning ordinance. So, if we didn’t 
move the septic near the stream, there’s nothing in the zoning ordinance. Affluents will end up in the 
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Exeter River. Anyone that uses a septic system, it will end up in a stream but the affluents are treated 
biologically. Let’s see what happens with the new soil tests.  
 

Finan asked about river monitoring downstream. Truslow said there would be baseline parameters. 
There was testing done before on the Exeter River, the Exeter River Watershed does testing as well. If 
this is designed so it meets the 5 mg per liter requirement, it should have minimal impact on river 
quality; Brentwood tested for four years.  
 

Kizza asked about the seasonal water level. The tests were in Dec. and Jan. that represent lower levels 
and spring is typically higher but wouldn’t late summer be when they would be the lowest and does this 
testing give enough information to gauge the potential impacts when levels are at their lowest. Truslow 
said you don’t need an entire year of data to figure that out. High water levels impact setting of the 
leach fields and the highest groundwater levels could be in respect to other surface water features, 
that’s an important time of the year and with data collection, we know that typically in sand and gravel, 
there is usually 5’ to 6’ of variation. It depends on where the well is situated and the material. If you can 
get the spring high, you can assume then that late summer early fall can be the lowest level. Kizza asked 
some abutters are concerned in the next development about impacts to their wells when levels are at 
the lowest and demand. Is that a concern? Truslow replied Shope spoke to the testing that is typically 
done and seeing what the impacts are over a period of time. In droughts, there are water level concerns 
and some shallow wells have gone dry, not the deeper bedrock wells. There shouldn’t be that much 
seasonal impact from a water supply here and adjacent private wells.  
 

C. Miner of Fellows Rd. the 72-hour well monitoring is a concern and requested that it be done when the 
water tables are lower. They have a 244’ well with 7 gallons per minute. Second question is about runoff 
and impacts to vernal ponds. Shope would have Gove Environmental address that. Miner requested 
environmental studies on groundwater. Aldred Cheek said Mark West is waiting for vernal pool 
assessments, so the Board is waiting for his review.  
 

Miner read Dale’s comments (not sent to the Board), “given the intensity of the subdivision request, the 
fact that the Planning Board has already approved this intense use on abutting property within a few 
thousand feet, which is an arbitrary decision, approach wells that we are requesting. This same property 
is abutted by a large parcel approved for commercial/industrial development. Miner said he’s talking 
about the Magnusson property, which he believes is also owned by Mr. Falzone and may be developed. 
Miner read is it the Planning Board’s role to consider the use of both of these properties and the 
combined impact of additional water drawing as there’s no municipal water. Additional testing 
700.003.004.001 hydrogeological study, additional analysis testing. He lists a bunch of these. 
Groundwater flow in 3 dimensions not 2, contamination monitoring including radon in the wells, 
assessment of draw down impact to fractured bedrock wells in stratified drift aquifer. Miner asked that 
they are sent to the consultants and Miner will have Bill Dale email them to Bickum (attached at end of 
minutes).  
 

Eric Turer of Peabody Drive is a representative for Brentwood on the Exeter Squamscott River Local 
Advisory Committee. The charge of that committee is to monitor the health of the river to Great Bay, 
being the recipient of all the affluent from all of the towns. The talk has been about the concentration of 
nitrates but is there any consideration to the magnitude of the project; this covers a large stretch of the 
river. There will be some increase in nitrogen along that whole stretch. Does the study take into account 
the total nitrogen it could be adding to the river? The standards of monitoring Great Bay have changed, 
and they aren’t just looking at municipal point sources, which they tried to lower to 3 mg, which would 
have cost Exeter 36 million dollars. But looking down the line, taking into account the total nitrogen 
addition to the river and what our portion could be. The septic system may be under designed by a 
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factor of two and does that change the calculations if the septic system needed to be doubled. Shope 
said yes, that would change it, but the total amount is not part of the report. He can do the calculation. 
The only place where it would be impacted is where the plume intersects with the river.  
 

Smith said the calculation in the ENBW Q-1000 which is the septic regulations from the state for this 
type of housing project, it is 125 gallons per unit, per dwelling unit, provided the maximum occupancy is 
two people. That will be a requirement in the condominium documents. Aldred Cheek said the condo 
docs will limit the occupancy to two people. Smith agreed.  
 
R. McCarthy of Fellows Rd. asked what is the requirement, what Truslow reviewed from Exeter, is that a 
state requirement? Greenwood said it’s the Town’s aquifer protection ordinance requirement. They 
have applied for a Conditional Use Permit under the aquiver protection ordinance. McCarthy continued 
that Truslow had comments, more testing needs to be done, its’ an incomplete report so how can you 
accept the application. Greenwood said Truslow’s comments will be addressed before there is a decision 
by this Board and if it takes more than 65 days to get that information, they will continue the process. 
McCarthy said but a decision was made to accept the application. Greenwood replied to start the review 
of the application and that means reviewing the information provided in all of the reports required by 
the Town of the applicant. If we follow the logic of what you are saying, none of this discussion would 
take place and they would present a report and then the Board can’t look at it because the presumption 
would be that they addressed all the issues. That isn’t the case. They provide a report, we have it peer 
reviewed, and that peer review sometimes comes up with concerns and sometimes it doesn’t. There 
were very few concerns from our peer review of the traffic report. It differed in this instance as these 
two specialists looked at the same issue under the guidance of the aquifer protection district. That 
process is necessary to determine if the proposal can meet the regulations.  
 

David Massee of Fellows Rd. asked about the dam at Mill Falls and if it’s to be removed. Stevens said at 
some point, the state’s determined there are some major safety issues and has removed sluice gates. 
Over a year and a half, debris has clogged it. Ultimately it will come down. Massee said when they 
removed that gate Fremont was concerned about wells going dry. Will that impact the water level in the 
area? Stevens said about 29 abutters to the river with dug wells were impacted, shallow wells. Bedrock 
wells, drilled wells, it wouldn’t have an effect. It shouldn’t be a consideration in the application.  
 

Kleinman asked is adverse impact an easy calculation to make and can you make it? Shope replied yes 
and it can be provided. Falzone was fine with it. Shope will include it in the revised report.  
 

Falzone proposed a Saturday site walk of April 23rd at 10 am at 41A Mill Rd.  
 

Miner summarized if the Board would include additional hydro studies and a pedestrian safety study. 
Stevens asked what is that? Miner said it would include the impact of this development on pedestrian 
safety. Not traffic, doing a real study on pedestrians. Stevens asked what the technical criteria would be. 
Miner said he can do some research and supply more information. The traffic engineer mentioned 
pedestrian safety. Greenwood has never seen a pedestrian study in relation to a development in 35 
years. Aldred Cheek would like to talk about this some more; impact of public health and safety which 
might be a little different. It’s new but there are health impact assessments, bikers, walking, let’s get 
some data. Kennedy suggested adding more shoulder if you can. With all the data in the world, what 
would change your view of what you could do. Aldred Cheek couldn’t answer that. Miner suggested 
starting with data.  
 

Miner had a letter regarding the rural character from Mr. Falzone regarding another town (on file) dated 
September 21st, 2020, and having the number of proposed units reduced by half. Miner said I don’t think 
we need to define rural character but just preserve it. He’s cut the number of units in half in other 
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towns, but no one’s asked him to do it, afraid of being sued? But let’s ask the question and preserve the 
rural nature of Brentwood, what can we do.  
 

Stevens asked Smith about a continuation date, 2nd hearing in May. Then need to have the amphibians’ 
laying eggs so Mark West can finish his assessment of vernal pools and work with Gove. Our consultants 
can continue to work with the Town consultants and give Shope time to get more wells tested.  
 

Aldred Cheek asked about additional studies. Greenwood said the Board could continue this for the 
purpose for time to do research or understand what a pedestrian study would involve. Aldred Cheek 
would like more information and to talk about it some more. By then Greenwood’s second round of 
comments would be available. Mr. Falzone would like to come back in May and review West’s report if 
available, Greenwood’s comments and any additional feedback.  
 

Motion made by Stevens, 2nd by Finan, to continue the site plan review hearing for Mr. Falzone for the 
Mill Rd. “River Run” age restricted development to May 19th, 2022 at 7:00 pm at the Brentwood 
Recreation Center location. All were in favor. Motion carried.   
 

A site walk for this proposal was scheduled for Saturday, April 23rd at 10 am at 41A Mill Road. Bickum 
said it will be posted on an agenda.  
 

McCarthy commented any consideration that it’s the start of school break. People in Town with families 
won’t be able to attend due to vacation plans. There was zero discussion. Stevens said if it’s important 
enough, people will attend but we need to set a date; it’s an administrative decision.  
 
Board Business: 
The Board signed the manifest, which includes the return of funds for completed projects, the bonds 
were released; Densen Construction c/o Gary Densen for the 7-lot cluster development on Crawley Falls 
Rd. tax map 217.009 $948.49 to be returned; and ECS c/o Bob Bent for a steel building at 326 Rte. 125, 
tax map 209.011 $625.74 to be returned.   
 

Motion made by Finan, 2nd by Stevens, to refund the remaining funds on the two closed projects noted 
above. All were in favor. Motion carried.  
 

Approval of Minutes: March 31, 2022 
 

Motion made by Stevens, 2nd by Finan, to approve the minutes from March 31st, 2022, as presented. All 
were in favor. Motion carried.  
 

Motion made by Finan, 2nd by Stevens, to adjourn at approximately 10:30 p.m. All were in favor. Motion 
carried.  
 

Respectfully submitted,  
 

Andrea Bickum,  
Administrative Assistant, 
Brentwood Planning Board 
 
*Resident and abutter comments received from the Design Review and this Site Plan Review Application 
regarding the Mill Rd. Falzone 55+ development have been attached to the end of this document. 


