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Stratham Planning Board Meeting Minutes 1 
September 16, 2026, 7:00 pm 2 
Stratham Municipal Center 3 

 4 
Members Present: John Kunowski, Vice Chair 5 
   Jay Fraprie, Regular Member  6 
   Jameson Paine, Regular Member  7 
    8 
Member Virtual:  Tedd Tramaloni, Ex-Officio Select Board Member 9 
 10 
Member Absent: Thomas House, Chair 11 
 12 
Staff Present:  Vanessa Price, Director of Building and Planning 13 

Josh Bouchard, CMA Engineers, Inc.  14 
       15 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 16 
 17 
Mr. Tramaloni is attending the meeting remotely and stated that he is not in the Town of Stratham due to 18 
attending to urgent family matters. Mr. Kunowski stated that all votes must be cast via roll call. Mr. Kunowski 19 
called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and took roll call.  20 
 21 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 22 
 23 
Planning Board Minutes from September 2, 2026. 24 
 25 
Mr. Fraprie made a motion to accept the Planning Board minutes from the Planning Board meeting 26 
of August 19, 2026, as written. Mr. Tramaloni seconded the motion. Roll call vote: Mr. Kunowski – 27 
Aye; Mr. Fraprie -Aye; Mr. Tramaloni – Aye; Mr. Paine – Abstained. Motion passes. 28 
 29 
PUBLIC HEARING:  30 
 31 
Application 1: Red Barn Property LLC (Applicant and Owner) requests approval of a Conditional Use Permit 32 
for disturbance within the wetland setback associated with the proposed location of seven (7) parking spaces. 33 
The subject property is located at 210 Portsmouth Avenue (Tax Map 21, Lot 81) within Route 33 Legacy 34 
Highway Heritage Zoning District and the Wetlands Conservation Overlay District.  35 
 36 
Application 2: Red Barn Property LLC (Applicant and Owner) request for approval of a major subdivision, 37 
Route 33 Heritage District application, and Conditional Use Permits required for Wetlands Conservation 38 
District and Wetlands Setback disturbances construction in wetland, wetland no-disturbance buffer, and 39 
wetland setback areas for a shared driveway, well installation, barn, and stormwater infrastructure. The 40 
location is 210 Portsmouth Avenue (Tax Map 21, Lot 81) in the Route 33 Legacy Highway Heritage Zoning 41 
District and the Wetlands Conservation Overlay District. The applications were submitted by Beals 42 
Associates. Continued from August 19, 2026 43 
 44 
Mr. Kunowski stated for the record that the consideration of both applications will be heard at the same time.  45 
 46 
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Mr. Kunowski asked Ms. Price for an update since the applicant was last before the Board. Ms. Price reported 47 
that the applicant was last before the Board in August. Since that time, the applicant submitted a revised plan 48 
set dated September 1, 2026. The revisions reflect design changes discussed with the Heritage District 49 
Advisory Commission (HDAC), including retaining the barn in its current location, repositioning one of the 50 
duplex buildings closer to the front of the property, breaking up the parking area, and better aligning the 51 
buildings with the applicable zoning requirements. She explained that the Town Engineer has reviewed the 52 
revised plans, and the Town is currently on its third round of engineering comments. The most recent 53 
comments were received today following discussions between the applicant’s engineer and the Town Engineer 54 
regarding outstanding issues with the project. Ms. Price stated that the applicant has also submitted two waiver 55 
requests. One relates to fire protection requirements, specifically the requirement for a cistern or sprinkler 56 
system; and the second relates to the proposed access road. She also explained that the applicant had 57 
previously considered the access a driveway; it does not meet the applicable Town specifications. The 58 
applicant has therefore submitted a waiver request related to the road standards, including the Figure A cross-59 
section requirements. Ms. Price also reported that additional public comments have been received both in 60 
support of and in opposition to the application within the last twenty-four hours; however, there was a short 61 
turnaround time and due to a family emergency, she was unable to forward all of the comments to the Board 62 
prior to the meeting but will distribute them prior to the following the meeting and they will be part of the 63 
case file. Ms. Price explained that as a result of the revised design, a new Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 64 
application has been submitted for the proposed parking spaces. The previously submitted CUP applications 65 
related to stormwater management and wells also remain before the Board for consideration. 66 
 67 
Mr. Kunowski asked Mr. Bouchard to provide an overview of the key developments since the last meeting 68 
and summarized the current status of the project from the Town Engineer’s perspective. Mr. Bouchard 69 
reported that he and Ms. Price met with the developer and the developer’s engineer the previous day 70 
[September 18, 2026] to review the Town Engineer’s September 10, 2026 comment letter and discussed each 71 
outstanding item. Most of the comments relate to roadway design and whether the proposed roadway meets 72 
Town regulations. He explained that some items will be addressed with the final plan set, while the applicant 73 
is requesting waivers for certain roadway standards. Aside from the roadway standards, the remaining 74 
comments are primarily plan cleanup items. One test pit had been covered and was not visible during the 75 
review; this will be addressed with the final plan submission. Mr. Bouchard explained that the proposed 76 
infiltration ponds, as currently designed, do not meet NHDES design standards. The applicant will reconfigure 77 
them as bioretention basins, which will require updates to the applicable plan sheets, details, and drainage 78 
report. Mr. Bouchard explained that there is limited snow storage on the site. He stated that the applicant 79 
agreed to add a note to the plans stating that excess snow will be removed from the site as necessary and add 80 
an underdrain within the cut section of the proposed roadway. He stated that the remaining potential issue 81 
involves the proposed drinking water supply wells and whether they meet NHDES requirements. Mr. 82 
Bouchard recommended that the applicant coordinate with NHDES regarding the proposed well locations and 83 
provide documentation confirming compliance to the Town. 84 
 85 
Mr. Kunowski asked if the applicant had any other comments on the conversations with the town engineer, or 86 
any additional updates. John Lorden of Beals and Associates replied that there isn’t much to add, other than 87 
he thinks there is an agreement overall. Mr. Lorden stated that the project team initially did not agree that the 88 
road standards applied, but now we're in agreement. It is a private road, so we'll bring that up to standards. He 89 
stated he doesn’t think there's anything significant outstanding or anything that was left on the table that we 90 
thought we couldn't get into. Mr. Kunowski asked if it is fair to say, since the outstanding comments relate to 91 
stormwater management and the well placement, that the conditional use permits related to those two topics 92 
should be deferred and not open for discussion this evening. Mr. Lorden stated that they're not going to get 93 
any bigger. In his opinion, if anything, they're going to get smaller. He explained that the ponds themselves 94 
go to bio-retention; there's more storage over there, so it actually gets smaller. Mr. Allard replied that they 95 
will leave it to the Board, and if the Board feels that it has enough information to make a decision tonight, 96 
then that's fine; if the Board wants to defer based on some other information from the two CUPs then that is 97 
also fine. Mr. Kunowski stated his concern that some items could possibly change like the well radius and 98 
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bioretention ponds and he asked the Board for their thoughts. Mr. Fraprie expressed concern about the volume 99 
of new information received over the past several days and the limited time available to adequately review 100 
the materials. He stated that additional time would be beneficial to allow for a thorough review before the 101 
Board considers certain outstanding matters. Mr. Tramaloni stated he is in agreement that a lot of new 102 
information has come before the Board in the last 48 hours, and as much as he has been trying to keep up with 103 
all the different submittals, he recommends that the Board defer the discussion at least at this point. Mr. Paine 104 
stated he was in agreement, as having information without updated plans and making decisions based on either 105 
speculation or discussions that the Board wasn’t part of makes it difficult for us to provide a concrete response. 106 
Mr. Kunowski asked Ms. Price to make a note that the Board will consider those two conditional use permits 107 
at a future meeting.  108 
 109 
Mr. Fraprie raised concerns regarding the proposed wells and whether sufficient information had been 110 
provided to understand groundwater flow and potential impacts. He asked Mr. Bouchard whether a hydrologic 111 
study should be conducted to evaluate the effects of groundwater withdrawal from the proposed wells, 112 
including potential impacts on the subject property and neighboring properties. Mr. Bouchard stated it would 113 
not be unreasonable to ask for one, but he is not a hydrogeologist. Mr. Fraprie further stated that, given the 114 
narrow and unique characteristics of the property and the intensity of the proposed development, it is important 115 
to better understand potential off-site impacts associated with the proposed wells and requested additional 116 
information regarding those impacts. He also expressed concern regarding the proposed infiltration ponds and 117 
their location within the wetland setback area as part of the requested CUP; and emphasized the importance 118 
of understanding and minimizing potential wetland setback impacts and recommended that the applicant be 119 
prepared to address these concerns when the Board reviews the applicable CUP criteria. Mr. Fraprie also 120 
raised a concern regarding snow storage and noted that it was unclear from the plans where snow would be 121 
placed. He acknowledged the Town Engineer’s earlier comments regarding removal of excess snow from the 122 
site and requested that the plans include notes clearly identifying the proposed snow storage areas and 123 
indicating that excess snow will be removed off-site as necessary.  124 
 125 
Mr. Kunowski addressed the room and outlined the process for the remainder of the discussion. The Board 126 
would review and discuss the two waiver requests, the fire protection waiver and the roadway cross-section 127 
waiver, and receive input from the applicant. He explained that the Board would then briefly introduce and 128 
discuss the CUP application related to the proposed parking spaces. Following discussion of these items, the 129 
Board would open the matter for public comment. 130 
 131 
Mr. Kunowski stated that regarding the fire protection waiver, he noted that the Fire Chief and Fire Inspector 132 
had indicated that certain fire protection requirements contained in the Subdivision Regulations may not be 133 
applicable to the proposed project. Ms. Price commented that each development is required to comply with 134 
the State Fire Code and referenced a letter included in the Board’s packet from Fire Chief Denton and Fire 135 
Inspector Matthew Newton regarding the proposed subdivision at 210 Portsmouth Avenue. She explained that 136 
the letter stated that the Town’s Subdivision Regulations require a cistern for subdivisions containing four or 137 
more duplexes, with the installation of building fire sprinkler systems available as an alternative. After 138 
reviewing the proximity of the existing cistern at 217 Portsmouth Avenue to the proposed buildings, the Fire 139 
Chief and Fire Inspector determined that an additional cistern would not be required for this development. As 140 
a result, fire sprinkler systems would also not be required. Ms. Price explained that because the cistern 141 
requirement is contained within the Town’s Subdivision Regulations, a waiver from the requirement is 142 
necessary. Staff noted that the applicant submitted the required waiver request, including a narrative 143 
explaining the basis for the request.  144 
 145 
Mr. Kunowski asked the applicant and his representatives if there was anything to add or to reinforce what 146 
their plan is. Mr. Brendan Sheehan, owner, explained that the information came from the Town’s Fire 147 
Inspector following installation of a new cistern across the street from the proposed development, and 148 
indicated that the proposed development would meet the applicable distance requirements from the existing 149 
cistern and that neither the Fire Chief nor Fire Inspector expressed concerns with the waiver request. Mr. 150 
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Fraprie inquired if this included the duplexes in the back. Mr. Lorden stated that the requirement says that a 151 
cistern has to be within 2,000 linear feet of the furthest building, and they did a plan to show them that, and 152 
he believes the fire department did their own calculation as well. Mr. Paine asked the question whether reliance 153 
on the existing cistern at 217 Portsmouth Avenue creates any responsibility for the proposed development to 154 
contribute to its future maintenance, testing, refilling, or continued availability. He noted that the applicant 155 
would receive the benefit of an existing fire protection facility that it would otherwise be required to provide 156 
and asked whether the Town should establish provisions to ensure the cistern remains operational and 157 
available to all properties that rely upon it. Ms. Price stated she could discuss this with the Town attorney for 158 
the use of the cistern. She noted the cistern should be filled at all times; the fire department uses the most 159 
available resources when there is a fire regardless of whose property it is on. Mr. Paine asked whether the 160 
condominium association would have an insurance policy or other mechanism to address use of the cistern. 161 
He expressed concern about ensuring the cistern would remain available if another neighborhood across the 162 
street needed it shortly after it had been used by this development. Mr. Kunowski stated that, as they 163 
understood it, a cistern located on one property could effectively serve as a shared resource that the Fire 164 
Department could access to provide fire protection within a defined geographic area. He asked Ms. Price to 165 
make a note on the notice of decision regarding this matter. Mr. Kunowski suggested discussing the two 166 
waiver requests and the CUP before opening the hearing to public comment on those three items in order to 167 
keep the discussion organized. The Board agreed.  168 
 169 
Mr. Kunowski then introduced the waiver request related to the road cross-section requirements of the 170 
Subdivision Regulations and noted that Mr. Bouchard had previously provided input on the matter. He asked 171 
the applicant to walk through the rationale for the waiver request. Mr. Lorden stated that the waiver request 172 
sought several modifications from the Town’s standard road cross-section requirements. These included relief 173 
from pavement markings, specifically painted lines and a double solid centerline, because the proposed road 174 
is relatively small and straight. He explained the regulations require a 22-foot roadway width, while the 175 
applicant proposed a 20-foot width, consistent with the previously approved CUP and Fire Department review. 176 
In this waiver he also requested approval to use a 12-inch RCP culvert with less than three feet of cover rather 177 
than the required 12-inch HDPE culvert with a minimum of three feet of cover. The applicant explained that 178 
the proposed pipe requires less cover and that raising the road to accommodate the required HDPE pipe would 179 
result in additional impacts to the wetland buffer. Finally, he discussed relief from the roadside swale 180 
requirement along an approximately 175-foot section where a small hill slopes toward the property and stated 181 
that constructing the required drainage could require additional excavation or a retaining wall. Alternative 182 
drainage approaches had been discussed with the town engineer, including the possible use of stone and pipe, 183 
and the applicant indicated a willingness to work with him to develop an acceptable solution. Mr. Lorden 184 
explained the development of the road would typically be crowned, with the center higher and the roadway 185 
sloping toward both sides. However, the plans did not specifically address roadway superelevation or cross-186 
slope. He noted that the intent is to slope the roadway away from Barker’s Farm so that stormwater runoff is 187 
directed away from that property and stated that this item was therefore included in the waiver request. Mr. 188 
Tramaloni asked for clarification regarding the proposed superelevated roadway. He noted that Figure A 189 
depicts a crowned road, with the high point in the center and drainage directed toward both sides, and asked 190 
whether the proposed design would instead pitch the roadway away from Barker’s property and toward the 191 
applicant’s property. Mr. Lorden answered that was correct. Mr. Kunowski stated that before we entertain any 192 
of the conditional use permits, he would like to open to the public for any comments related to the two waivers. 193 
 194 
Mr. Fraprie made a motion to open to public comment on the waivers. Mr. Paine seconded the motion. 195 
Roll call vote: Mr. Kunowski – Aye; Mr. Fraprie -Aye; Mr. Tramaloni – Aye; Mr. Paine – Aye . Motion 196 
passes. 197 
 198 
Mr. Kunowski addressed the members of the public to provide comments specifically related to the two waiver 199 
requests under discussion: the waiver from the Town’s standard road construction requirements and the waiver 200 
related to fire protection requirements, and to add their name and address for the record.  201 
 202 
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Forrest Barker, 216 Portsmouth Ave: One question I had that wasn't listed under the waiver is one of the 203 
comments was that the grade was 7.37 when 2% is required; does that have to be on the waiver? Ms. Price 204 
addressed the Board through the Chair, Mr. Kunowski, that it was addressed by NHDOT as it was in their 205 
jurisdiction, and approved it as it was currently designed. Ms. Barker asked if the recent plan was reviewed 206 
by NHDOT, as in their approval letter it is looking at an older plan. Ms. Price confirmed the NHDOT approval 207 
was in August and she would verify the new plan with NHDOT. Ms. Barker stated it would be great to actually 208 
see what the road is going to look like instead of approving a waiver on what they say the road will look like 209 
with the super elevated versus crowned. She stated that were all her comments about the waivers.  210 
 211 
Roger Stephenson, 22 Stephen Drive, asked for clarification with respect to snow removal; is that part of 212 
either of these waivers? Mr. Kunowski said no. Mr. Stephenson replied, thank you, I can talk about that later. 213 
 214 
Jerry Thomas, 2 Morningstar Drive, explained that about six years ago, he worked for the largest traffic control 215 
company in the United States, and this is not a driveway. This is a road that people are going to be using. A 216 
number of them, based on the population of that subdivision, if you want to call it that, and probably friends, 217 
etc. He stated that not having pavement markings is an extremely unsafe thing to do, especially around here 218 
with snow, rain, dark, etc. Not having pavement markings is a totally unsafe way to go. 219 
 220 
David Beck, 17 Crockett's Way, also abutter to the property, noted on behalf of probably 60, 70 people who 221 
came out here, and the many people from last time that the Board had go to a larger room. We all have 222 
questions, and you can't limit our discussion to what the waivers are when we can't hear half the time what 223 
you're saying to begin with, to know what the waivers are. He believes it is unfair to the public who comes 224 
back time and time again. We have a right to be able to ask our questions. Mr. Kunowski replied that is what 225 
the Board is planning to do. Mr. Fraprie added that at this moment, the Board is addressing the waivers and 226 
then will open the meeting for public comment. Mr. Kunowski stated that the Board’s goal is to satisfy 227 
everybody's need to make a comment this evening and ask questions. 228 
 229 
A member of the public commented without stating her name. Regarding the cistern that apparently is being 230 
used by another property, and the Board will allow the use of that cistern for this property, doesn’t seem right 231 
to her. She stated that everyone knows that water is precious and sacred and scarce. And asked what happens 232 
to that other property if this one needs to use it? She stated they need to figure out that issue that doesn't impact 233 
other people or the farm that has been there for five generations. She has second issue with the road. She lives 234 
on the other side of Barker's Farm, and Route 33 is becoming more and more impacted by traffic coming in 235 
and out of that road. And now there will be another road that's going to provide access in and out, and you're 236 
not even calling it a road that needs markings, and yet you're going to have how many people living there? It 237 
doesn't seem fair to the people who you are about to sell these properties to, or those of us who live within the 238 
distance of those properties. So those are my concerns.  239 
 240 
Larry Schmidt, 5 Jason Drive, stated that his question is: With all these changes that I've been hearing, most 241 
of which I can't digest or hear, I've read in the paper that the conservation committee has voted not to approve 242 
this. I don't know if these changes have affected that, and what is the thinking of the committee if they do not 243 
go along with what the Conservation Commission has recommended. He asked if all these changes mean the 244 
Conservation Commission should review this again. Mr. Kunowski explained that the Conservation 245 
Commission is an advisory board for the Planning Board, and we certainly take their thoughts and 246 
considerations in terms of the overall decision. He stated there is still a long road ahead of us; this is not a 247 
completely approved project. He explained there is still more information to go through. Mr. Schmidt stated 248 
that he can understand that based on what he has heard so far, but what the conservation committee was 249 
objecting to is germane to any of this conversation. Mr. Kunowski noted that the Conservation Commission 250 
had previously reviewed and commented on a Conditional Use Permit that had already been presented and 251 
voted upon. He then asked Ms. Price whether the Conservation Commission had held any additional or 252 
broader discussions regarding the project to date. Ms. Price answered that the Conservation Commission has 253 
not yet reviewed the September 1, 2026, plan set and Town engineer comments, and they may be heard at a 254 
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future Conservation Commission meeting. Mr. Kunowski stated that the two items that the Board deferred 255 
discussion on tonight will be put before the Conservation Commission – the wells and the stormwater or 256 
wastewater management. Mr. Allard replied that the Commission looked favorably on the well Conditional 257 
Use Permit. Mr. Kunowski asked for additional public input on the waivers.  258 
 259 
Doug Simmons, 9A Lovell Road stated the Conservation Commission explicitly recommended denial of the 260 
conditional use permit for the 20-foot-wide shared access drive. They raised concerns that constructing a 261 
heavy roadway directly through the wetland setback would disrupt natural water paths. Members also raised 262 
significant issues regarding the environmental footprint of property maintenance and raised concerns about 263 
threat to the aquifer and neighboring agriculture. She is totally in accord with the Conservation Commission. 264 
He stated that this is a road, whether it's called a road or not. The road is in the Wetlands District, and it's 265 
within 30 feet of a pond that's part of the Jewel Brook drainage or Jewel Brook Estuary, and that pond has 266 
been used for agricultural purposes for, as many people pointed out, generations. And you guys voted to 267 
establish these wetland conservation districts. Some of the people sitting up here voted in favor of those, like 268 
I did. This Conditional Use Permit should be denied. The majority of the Town wants these wetlands districts 269 
preserved. We voted to preserve and protect these resources; the vast majority of the residents of this town. I 270 
don't care whether you call it a road or a driveway; this is a specific infringement on the wishes of the majority 271 
of the population of the Town of Stratham. 272 
 273 
Sheila Barnes, 17 Birnum Woods Road, stated she is concerned if the Conservation Committee is a true 274 
advisory committee. It seems that you're a little foggy on what they brought up. When you were asked 275 
previously what the issues were, you weren't quoting them properly, and I think you really need to be well 276 
versed on this really, really important advisory group and know what they're bringing forth. 277 
 278 
Mr. Fraprie made a motion to close the public comment on the waivers. Mr. Paine seconded the motion. 279 
Roll call vote: Mr. Kunowski – Aye; Mr. Fraprie -Aye; Mr. Tramaloni – Aye; Mr. Paine – Aye . Motion 280 
passes. 281 
 282 
Mr. Kunowski expressed concern regarding the optics of continuing to approve individual components of the 283 
project incrementally. The concern was that approving portions of the project piece by piece could create a 284 
perception, for both the applicant and the public, that the project is on a predetermined path toward eventual 285 
approval in its entirety. Mr. Tramaloni expressed concern that the waiver justifications appeared somewhat 286 
circular. The justification for maintaining the proposed 20-foot roadway rather than complying with the 287 
Town’s roadway standards was, in part, that increasing the roadway width would result in additional grading 288 
and disturbance within the wetlands and wetland buffer areas. He questioned whether this reasoning 289 
effectively sought relief from the roadway standards in order to avoid having to revisit previously approved 290 
wetland impacts and the associated CUP. Mr. Tramaloni stated that if compliance with the roadway standards 291 
would require additional impacts to the wetlands or wetland buffers, then the Board may need to revisit those 292 
issues rather than approve additional waivers simply because compliance with one regulation could affect 293 
compliance with another. He expressed concern that approving successive pieces of relief could gradually 294 
erode the applicable regulatory requirements and create the appearance of circumventing them. Mr. Tramaloni 295 
reiterated the concern about the optics of approving individual components incrementally, particularly where 296 
an existing CUP provides relief related to wetlands and a subsequent waiver would provide additional relief 297 
from the roadway standards. Mr. Fraprie agreed with the concerns previously expressed and noted that several 298 
aspects of the application remained troubling. He stated that the CUP had been approved without the Board 299 
having the current information regarding the proposed roadway design and noted that additional changes, 300 
including the newly proposed parking, had since been presented. Mr. Fraprie expressed concern that the 301 
various requests were being considered separately when, taken together, they raised broader issues that 302 
warranted consideration as part of the overall project. Regarding the fire protection waiver, Mr. Fraprie 303 
indicated greater comfort relying on the recommendations of the Fire Department, as the Department is 304 
responsible for establishing and administering the applicable fire protection requirements. He acknowledged 305 
that provisions may be necessary to address replenishment of water from the existing cistern if it is used. 306 
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However, Mr. Fraprie continued to have concerns regarding the requested roadway waiver. Mr. Paine agreed 307 
with the concerns previously raised and discussed the importance of having complete plans and supporting 308 
information available before the Board is asked to make a decision. He noted that when information or plan 309 
details are deferred for later coordination with engineers or other parties, the Board may not have a complete 310 
understanding of what it is being asked to approve. Mr. Paine stated that it would be in the Board’s best 311 
interest to have a complete set of plans containing the information necessary to make an informed decision at 312 
the time the decision is made. He also expressed concern that significant amounts of information and 313 
additional requests were being submitted only a day or two before meetings, despite typical 15-day submission 314 
requirements. While acknowledging the ongoing coordination involved in the application process and the 315 
desire to work in good faith to keep projects moving forward, he emphasized that the volume and timing of 316 
last-minute information made it difficult for the Board to adequately review the materials before taking action. 317 
Mr. Sheehan responded that the proposed 20-foot roadway had been discussed during previous meetings with 318 
the Fire Department, the Planning Board, and the Town’s engineering consultant, and that no concerns 319 
regarding the roadway width had been raised during those discussions. He stated that specific roadway items 320 
had also been discussed with the Town Engineer and that feedback received indicated that most of those items 321 
did not present concerns. Mr. Sheehan explained that the purpose of the current discussion was to identify the 322 
changes that would be made, with the plan set subsequently updated to reflect those changes. In Mr. Sheehan’s 323 
view, the proposed changes were not substantial because the 20-foot roadway width had remained consistent 324 
throughout the review process. He acknowledged that the roadway width appeared to be the primary issue 325 
under discussion and stated that drainage-related matters could be further coordinated with the appropriate 326 
engineers. Mr. Sheehan characterized the remaining items as more tangential to the overall project. Mr. Allard 327 
further stated that there had been no coordinated effort to circumvent the regulations or incrementally obtain 328 
approval of the project. Rather, the requests had developed through the ongoing review and dialogue with the 329 
Town and its consultants. He acknowledged that a significant amount of information had been submitted 330 
within the previous 48 hours but explained that this resulted from approximately a month of ongoing 331 
discussions with CMA Engineers. Mr. Allard stated that the roadway waiver arose directly from those 332 
discussions. He noted that the Board had previously approved the CUP for the road based on a 20-foot 333 
roadway width and that the current review involved the more detailed roadway design. Mr. Allard stated that 334 
the intent was to develop the roadway in a manner that minimized impacts to the greatest extent possible while 335 
remaining consistent with the CUP previously granted by the Board. Mr. Kunowski stated he believes that the 336 
CUP that was approved was simply for a road in the wetland buffer area, without any specific approval of the 337 
road design. He explained that he understand that there was a road design in the plan, but we were not 338 
approving the road design based on what was in the plan at that time. Mr. Allard agreed, but he provided the 339 
pavement width as an example, noting that the Board had previously approved the CUP for the roadway and 340 
its impacts within the wetland buffer. He stated that if the waiver from the roadway width requirement were 341 
denied, the roadway would need to be increased from 20 feet to 22 feet. Mr. Allard explained that the waiver 342 
request resulted from ongoing discussions with CMA Engineers and was intended to address what was 343 
necessary for the site while remaining as consistent as possible with the previously approved plans, which 344 
reflected a 20-foot roadway. Mr. Allard also stated that consideration had been given to requesting a 345 
continuance due to the amount of new information submitted during the previous two days. However, because 346 
the application had already been continued at the prior meeting to allow additional time, he believed it would 347 
be beneficial to return to the Board, discuss the outstanding issues, and receive guidance regarding how to 348 
proceed. Mr. Allard acknowledged that decisions regarding revisions to the project ultimately rested with the 349 
applicant but he stated that those decisions were also informed by consultation and feedback from the Board. 350 
Mr. Allard clarified that there was no intent to pressure the Board into acting on the waiver requests that 351 
evening; rather, the purpose of the discussion was to obtain feedback and direction regarding the appropriate 352 
path forward. Mr. Kunowski noted that the roadway waiver had only been received that day and remained his 353 
primary concern. However, based on the discussion regarding the roadway design, including pitching the 354 
roadway away from the adjacent property rather than using a crowned roadway, Mr. Kunowski indicated 355 
general comfort with several of the proposed design decisions and recommendations. Mr. Kunowski similarly 356 
noted the Fire Department’s guidance regarding the existing cistern and observed that, regardless of the 357 
property on which it is located, the cistern serves as a fire protection resource for the Department and the 358 
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community. Given the Fire Department’s comfort with the proposed arrangement, he indicated general 359 
support for that approach.  360 
 361 
Mr. Kunowski asked the other Board members whether they were comfortable proceeding to a vote on the 362 
requested waivers. Mr. Fraprie stated he was fine with the fire department waiver, but he still has more 363 
questions about the road waiver. Mr. Paine stated he was probably fine with the fire department waiver, but 364 
he has concerns of the use of the facilities, but he saw it as a super-sized fire hydrant. Mr. Fraprie clarified 365 
that the concerns [for the road waiver] were not directly related to the waiver requests currently under 366 
discussion but instead involved broader changes to the project, including the addition of parking and other 367 
modifications. He stated that the cumulative additions and changes raised questions but was uncertain whether 368 
those concerns were appropriate to address as part of the current waiver discussion, as they related more 369 
directly to the CUP. Mr. Tramaloni asked whether denial of the roadway width waiver, which would require 370 
the applicant to construct a 22-foot-wide roadway rather than the proposed 20-foot roadway, could affect the 371 
validity of the previously approved CUP. He noted that the CUP and associated wetland and wetland buffer 372 
impacts were based on a 20-foot roadway and questioned whether requiring a wider roadway would result in 373 
additional impacts that could require the Board to revisit the CUP. Mr. Tramaloni stated that the answer was 374 
unclear and requested clarification from the Board or Town staff. Ms. Price replied she would need to research 375 
that before giving an answer to the Board. Mr. Fraprie stated that this concern was consistent with the point 376 
raised earlier regarding the cumulative changes to the project. He questioned whether the addition of parking 377 
spaces along the roadway, together with the requested roadway waivers, could affect the previously approved 378 
CUP for the roadway. Mr. Fraprie noted that the proposed changes appeared to alter the impacts to the 379 
wetlands and wetland buffers from those considered when the original CUP was approved. As a result, he had 380 
questions regarding whether the original CUP would need to be revisited or whether the additional impacts 381 
could instead be addressed through one of the other pending CUP applications. Mr. Fraprie stated that further 382 
clarification was needed regarding the appropriate process. 383 
 384 
Mr. Fraprie made a motion to approve the fire department waiver, which was recommended by the 385 
fire department and how to approach it, from section 4.4.7.b.i of the subdivision regulations [revised 386 
October 1, 2025] as specific circumstances relative to the subdivision or conditions of the land in the 387 
subdivision indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit intent of the regulations, as the 388 
fire department has determined that adding a cistern at 210 Portsmouth Ave subdivision or sprinkler 389 
system is not required. Mr. Paine seconded the motion. Roll call vote: Mr. Kunowski – Aye; Mr. Fraprie 390 
-Aye; Mr. Tramaloni – Nay; Mr. Paine – Aye. Vote 3-1, Motion passes. 391 
 392 
Mr. Kunowski addressed the Board and the audience for quick break to ask the Town Planner a question (time 393 
was 8:12 p.m.). Mr. Kunowski resumed the public hearing at 8:22 p.m. He thanked everyone for their patience 394 
and wanted to address how the Board would proceed with the remainder of the meeting. Mr. Kunowski  noted 395 
that discussion of the two CUPs had been deferred. The Board wished to receive input from the Conservation 396 
Commission regarding the stormwater-related CUP. He noted that the Conservation Commission had 397 
preliminarily indicated that it did not have concerns with the well-related CUP, although there were additional 398 
related matters on which the Board wished to receive its input. The Board also wanted to ensure that the 399 
Conservation Commission had an opportunity to review and comment on the new CUP associated with the 400 
proposed parking spaces within the wetland buffer. Mr. Kunowski stated that discussion of those CUPs would 401 
therefore be deferred and proposed opening the floor for public comment. Members of the public were invited 402 
to provide comments and raise specific questions; however, Mr. Kunowski explained that the Board might 403 
not be able to answer questions during the public comment period. Any questions raised would be noted and 404 
considered as the application review continued. Mr. Kunowski further clarified that the public comment period 405 
was not intended to be a debate or direct discussion with the applicant. He guided the applicant and 406 
representatives to listen to and take note of the comments without responding during the public comment 407 
period. Mr. Kunowski stated that the applicant would have an opportunity to provide general comments after 408 
the public comment portion of the hearing was closed.  409 
 410 
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Mr. Allard asked the Board, before opening for public comment, to close the loop on the waiver for the road. 411 
He asked if it was going to be deferred to the next meeting. Mr. Kunowski replied that is correct. Mr. Allard 412 
requested additional guidance from the Board regarding its concerns with the roadway waiver so those 413 
concerns could be addressed before the next meeting. He asked whether there were specific design elements 414 
or components that the Board wanted further evaluated or revised. Mr. Allard noted that the waiver requests 415 
had been developed in consultation with CMA Engineers and stated that the proposed deviations had been 416 
characterized as reasonable and generally consistent with the constraints of the site. He requested that, if the 417 
Board has concerns with those recommendations, they be identified at this time to help guide revisions and 418 
avoid repeating the same discussion at the next meeting. Mr. Sheehan added a comment specifically regarding 419 
the proposed roadway width. He acknowledged the Board’s concern regarding compliance with the Town’s 420 
22-foot roadway standard, compared with the proposed 20-foot width. He stated that, based on the project 421 
engineer’s experience designing similar systems, a 20-foot roadway serving a small residential development 422 
would not typically be expected to create traffic or safety concerns. Mr. Sheehan then asked the Town’s 423 
engineering consultant to provide feedback regarding whether the proposed 20-foot roadway width would 424 
have any anticipated impacts on traffic circulation or safety. Mr. Bouchard responded that a 20-foot roadway 425 
width was not unreasonable given the anticipated traffic volume and size of the development. However, the 426 
consultant noted that he was not familiar with the full history or circumstances surrounding the previously 427 
approved CUP. He expressed that it’s not his decision to make if a 20-foot road is acceptable or not. Mr. 428 
Kunowski stated that the Board generally relies on and gives consideration to the recommendations of the 429 
Town’s engineering consultants. He asked Ms. Price for clarification regarding the roadway pavement 430 
marking requirements, noting that pavement markings did not appear to be common within other residential 431 
subdivisions in Town and questioned whether such markings were typically required. Ms. Price responded 432 
that each project is different and that requirements may vary depending on when a development was approved, 433 
whether waivers were granted, or whether certain standards were in effect at the time. She stated that she 434 
could obtain additional feedback from the Department of Public Works regarding pavement markings. Ms. 435 
Price also noted that she understood the Board’s broader concern to be the relationship between the previously 436 
approved CUP and the requested roadway waiver, including whether approval or denial of the waiver could 437 
affect the CUP. She recommended seeking legal guidance on that issue so she could provide clearer directions 438 
to both the Board and the applicant. Mr. Kunowski stated that they would like to defer the discussion for more 439 
information. He stated that there are three CUPs before the Board. He reviewed the three primary matters 440 
before the Board: the CUP related to stormwater management, the roadway-related matter, and the CUP 441 
associated with the proposed additional parking within the wetland buffer. He asked members of the public 442 
to generally focus their comments on those issues. Mr. Kunowski reiterated that the Board might not be able 443 
to immediately answer all questions regarding the application, process, or order of review and would address 444 
those matters as appropriate. He asked Ms. Price if there is an existing application before the Heritage 445 
committee. Ms. Price replied that the Heritage District Advisory Committee (HDAC), which serves in an 446 
advisory capacity to the Planning Board, met with the applicant several times. She stated that the September 447 
1, 2026 plan reflected revisions resulting from the most recent HDAC review and that the Committee had 448 
previously raised concerns with the layout shown on an earlier plan set. She believed the September 1, 2026, 449 
revisions addressed those concerns. Ms. Price noted that HDAC had also provided comments regarding the 450 
appearance and materials of the proposed development, including a preference against stucco and vinyl siding. 451 
Those design-related comments were raised through the Technical Review Committee (TRC) and during the 452 
Planning Board review process. She indicated that additional renderings were submitted.  453 
 454 
Mr. Fraprie made a motion to open to public comment.  455 
 456 
Mr. Sheehan asked if the Heritage application was going to be considered. Mr. Kunowski stated it is a separate 457 
application and was not ready to comment on it. Mr. Sheehan explained that the CUP application for the 458 
proposed parking was directly related to the Heritage/HDAC review and the resulting changes to the site 459 
design. He offered to provide additional background regarding why the parking CUP was submitted and how 460 
it related to the revisions requested through the heritage review process. Mr. Sheehan noted that the two 461 
matters were connected and asked whether the Board would find that additional context helpful. Mr. Fraprie 462 
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stated there was a motion on the table. Mr. Kunowski asked the Board if they wanted to introduce the CUP 463 
for the parking, or wait for a more complete plan set to be able to evaluate everything. Mr. Paine expressed 464 
concern about addressing individual aspects of the application separately, noting that doing so could result in 465 
selectively considering certain issues without the benefit of reviewing the application as a whole, stating it as 466 
cherry picking. Mr. Kunowski noted that the proposed parking within the wetland buffer was a distinct issue 467 
and that a decision on the associated CUP would likely be necessary before the applicant could proceed with 468 
further development and resubmittal of the overall plan set. Mr. Allard addressed the Board stating that the 469 
seven additional parking spaces were added in response to a request from the HDAC and were not necessary 470 
to meet the minimum parking requirement. He stated that the project already provided 10 parking spaces for 471 
the 10 proposed dwelling units and therefore meets the applicable minimum parking requirement without the 472 
seven additional spaces. He stated that the additional parking was proposed specifically in response to the 473 
HDAC’s comments. Mr. Allard clarified that the Town’s existing regulations require two parking spaces per 474 
dwelling unit, but stated that those local regulations had not yet been updated to reflect changes in state law 475 
enacted the previous year. The applicant explained that the additional parking was therefore proposed for two 476 
reasons: to remain as close as practicable to the Town’s existing parking standard and in response to 477 
discussions and recommendations from the HDAC. Ms. Price addressed the Board stating that HDAC 478 
discussions had focused primarily on the configuration of the parking and its relationship to the site, rather 479 
than requiring additional parking spaces. She explained the earlier plans showed a larger parking area at the 480 
front of the development, and the Committee had recommended breaking up that parking area and considering 481 
alternative locations for some of the spaces elsewhere on the site. She noted that the potential future use of 482 
the barn had also been discussed, including whether it would be appropriate to plan for parking that might 483 
serve a future use. However, no specific future use of the barn had been identified. Ms. Price emphasized that 484 
the applicant was not being required to provide additional parking beyond what was otherwise necessary; the 485 
intent of the earlier discussions was primarily to reduce the concentration of parking at the front of the site 486 
and redistribute spaces throughout the development. Mr. Sheehan explained that the additional parking was 487 
also intended to provide practical and safety benefits by reducing the potential for parking along the roadway 488 
and providing available spaces for visitors, maintenance personnel, utility workers, deliveries, and other 489 
temporary needs. He stated that the additional spaces were not strictly necessary to serve the residential units 490 
but were considered a useful amenity for the residents and overall operation of the development. He further 491 
explained that the proposed location of the additional spaces resulted from the HDAC review. The parking 492 
had originally been concentrated toward the front of the development and between the buildings, but the 493 
Committee expressed concern about the amount of parking in that area and recommended relocating and 494 
distributing some of the spaces elsewhere on the site. Mr. Sheehan stated that the reasoning behind that 495 
recommendation was understandable and had informed the revised parking layout. Mr. Allard stated that 496 
there's a lot of flexibility on the parking because obviously we're pitching seven more spaces than is actually 497 
required; so they are happy to work with the Board. 498 
 499 
Mr. Fraprie made a motion to open to public comment. Mr. Paine seconded the motion. Roll call vote: 500 
Mr. Kunowski – Aye; Mr. Fraprie -Aye; Mr. Tramaloni – Aye; Mr. Paine – Aye. Motion passes. 501 
Forrest Barker, Barker's Farm at 216 Portsmouth Ave, stated for the record that her mom, Edie Barker, couldn't 502 
make it to the meeting, and she was going to read her letter into the record, and Forrest Barker also has some 503 
comments. She thanked the Board for giving us the opportunity to speak. She read, Dear Member of the 504 
Stratham Planning Board, I am writing to ask the Planning Board to carefully consider the potential impact of 505 
the proposed Red Barn property development and its impact on Barkers Farm. We have raised our concerns 506 
at every meeting since this proposal first came before the Board last year. Our concern is not just that this 507 
development is next to our property; it is about the proposed road that would come within 26 feet of our 508 
wetland and critical irrigation area and with the limit of disturbance extending into Stratham's 25-foot no-509 
disturbance zone. Stratham has a 75-foot wetland buffer and a 25-foot no-disturbance zone for a reason. Our 510 
irrigation pond is vital to this farm, and many years we depend on it to keep our crops alive. If that pond were 511 
contaminated or its water supply compromised, the consequences for our farm could be devastating. That one 512 
irrigation pond is critical to keeping this farm viable. I am not one to toot my own horn, but at this point, I 513 
feel I need to. Barker's farm has been part of Stratham for more than 100 years. Every year, we grow hundreds 514 
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of tons of produce and serve more than 7000 individuals and families. We employ more than 20 local people, 515 
and for some, the farm provides the first work experience. We open the farm to educational programs and 516 
host libraries, school groups, and cooperative extension programs. We have also donated the back easement 517 
of the farm so that it can be maintained as forest and will never be lost to development. The developer has 518 
repeatedly described his proposal as something beneficial to the town. Please don't overlook what Barkers 519 
Farm already brings to the community. This farm provides food, jobs, education, open space, wildlife habitat, 520 
and a connection to agriculture for 1000s of people every year. Stratham residents have repeatedly voted to 521 
protect wetlands. Please consider that commitment here, particularly where the wetlands and water resources 522 
at issue are directly tied to the continued viability of a farm that's been part of this community for more than 523 
a century. Please don't jeopardize this unique and special place. That irrigation pond is critical to keeping this 524 
farm viable. Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely, Edie Barker, Barker's Farm. 525 
 526 
Jason Reimer, BCM Environmental and Land Law, spoke on behalf of Barker's Farm as well. He introduced 527 
wetland scientist Mark West and hydrogeologist Tim Stone, as well as Forrest Barker. Mr. Reimer stated that 528 
Mr. West has found that the applicant's wetland delineations are incomplete, which results in there being far 529 
more buffer impacts than previously disclosed and will speak to that. The Board relied on the applicant's 530 
undercounted representation of impacts when it approved a private road. Mr. Reimer urged the Board to revisit 531 
that decision, but at the least, the Board should not grant any further approvals without an accurate accounting 532 
of wetland impacts. With regard to the parking conditional use permit application, please recognize that the 533 
buffer protects Barker's Farms irrigation pond. The buffer protects the wetland not just from runoff, but by 534 
providing a natural pervious ground cover. The Conservation Commission appreciated this, and I wish that 535 
this Board had listened to the Conservation Commission with regard to the road CUP; but it's not too late, as 536 
the applicant proposes more paving of the buffer that the regulations don't allow. These parking spaces do not 537 
satisfy the CUP criteria. Mr. Reimer stepped through the criteria. He stated the parking spaces may not be 538 
essential under Section 11.6.1.a for the productive use of the upland area, as these spaces are not necessary to 539 
serve the proposed duplexes in the upland area. They aren't necessary for the productive use of any portion of 540 
the property, which has been productively used for decades, if not a century. Second, these spaces will not 541 
minimize the detrimental impact on the wetlands as required by 11.6.1.b, as there are alternatives to putting 542 
these permanent impacts in the buffer. Third, section 11.6.1.d requires that no feasible alternative exists, which 543 
is not the case as has been heard tonight. The applicant is not entitled to maximize its disturbance of the 544 
wetland buffers. If these spaces are going to be used by the occupants of Duplex One, then Duplex One should 545 
be moved or eliminated to accommodate for parking outside of the buffer. Finally, economic advantage alone 546 
is the reason for these parking spaces, and therefore, under 11.6.1.e, these spaces are not permitted. The only 547 
reason for these spaces, and for a lot of what the applicant is asking for, is to maximize the profitability of the 548 
development, which does not justify a CUP. Just because the Board justified the road as necessary to access 549 
the upland part of the property does not provide justification for overdevelopment of the buffer on the street 550 
side of the property. This is not allowed both by the sections of 11.6.1 that I mentioned, nor does it carry out 551 
the spirit of the ordinance, which is also required by 11.6.1. With regard to the drainage infrastructure CUP, 552 
the applicant mischaracterizes almost 17,000 square feet of impacts as temporary. However, the applicant 553 
proposes to install drainage infrastructure that will remain in perpetuity. Those are permanent wetland 554 
impacts. Mark West will address that. The Board cannot approve a CUP application that completely 555 
mischaracterizes these impacts. Further, the proposed drainage infrastructure does not satisfy the CUP criteria 556 
in Section 11.6.1. First, these impacts are not essential to the productive use of the upland area; these impacts 557 
do not minimize the detrimental impact upon the wetland. How could they when they are not even properly 558 
characterized as permanent impacts? These impacts do not provide for restoration of the area to its original 559 
condition. Again, how could they when some or all of these impacts are permanent? Next, there are feasible 560 
alternatives, and some or all of the proposed drainage impacts are for economic advantage alone, as their 561 
purpose is to maximize development on this small parcel rather than provide for upland development. With 562 
regard to the CUP application for the wells, the applicant doesn't show any impacts related to the pipes or any 563 
other infrastructure associated with the proposed wells, the plans just show the wells. It's hard for me to believe 564 
that there's nothing connecting the wells that's going to remain in the buffer permanently; maybe I'm wrong. 565 
Therefore, the amount of permanent impacts represented by the applicant is unknown, undercounted, and 566 
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inaccurate. The Planning Board cannot approve a CUP that is based on an inaccurate disclosure of permanent 567 
impact.  568 
 569 
Mr. Reimer continued with explaining he submitted a letter from hydrogeologist Tim Stone. In essence, the 570 
applicant has not demonstrated that the applicant's wells and septic systems will not adversely impact Barker's 571 
Farms irrigation pond or the water table on both abutting properties, and I was happy to hear some of your 572 
earlier comments, where I think you recognize that you don't have enough information to evaluate the impact 573 
on the well; thank you for that. Next, I urge the Board to recognize the cumulative impacts of all of the 574 
individual CUP applications, and he agrees that the project has been sliced and diced, with approving the road 575 
earlier and now a few months later, reviewing one and then another. Mr. Reimer appreciates the consideration 576 
tonight that when one pulls on one thread it affects the rest. He urged the Board to continue to think about the 577 
cumulative impacts rather than just each individual one in a vacuum. Overall, the applicant is proposing to 578 
overdevelop this narrow property with numerous permanent impacts so close to the irrigation pond of an 579 
important working farm in Stratham, throughout this process, the applicant has downplayed some of the 580 
wetlands as being low value, unimportant, and has understated the wetland buffer impacts. Even the current 581 
plan set, my plan set doesn't have one plan showing all of the impacts. There are several plans showing little 582 
bits of impact. Then you look at the next plan, and there's just a little bit, and the next one shows a little. Put 583 
them all together, and so much of this property is colored orange because it's in a buffer that's going to either 584 
be somewhat impacted or paved over or otherwise destroyed. Overall, the applicant proposes to pave over and 585 
destroy an unacceptable amount of the protective buffers, and it cannot be said that all of the proposed impacts 586 
satisfy the CUP criteria, which are clearly designed to allow a landowner to reach upland area rather than 587 
allow the complete overdevelopment of a property. Regarding snow storage, he overheard Mark West 588 
mention, that one knows that a property in a rural town is overdeveloped if there is no room to store the snow. 589 
I know we're putting some things off for next month, so I'll reserve some other comments for that.  590 
 591 
Mark West, wetland scientist, representing Barker’s Farm spoke. He explained that he focused on was 592 
wetlands on the Barker Farm property. He did not go on to the development property and stated that the 593 
wetland that is most important to Barker Farm is directly on the property line where the Conditional Use 594 
Permit was granted. Some of it comes over the property line, and a significant portion of that wetland was not 595 
mapped. It was not shown on the existing conditions plan at all that Sergio Bonilla stamped, and even if it's 596 
off site, the buffer comes onto the site. That's why they show buffer impacts. Mr. West demonstrated the 597 
location in question to the Board on Sheet 4. [Ms. Price displayed sheet four as a visual.] He stated that the 598 
existing conditions plan noted that the wetland delineation was done in January 2025, and that snow conditions 599 
may have obscured the area. It indicated that a spring follow-up inspection was needed for confirmation. Mr. 600 
West’s understanding is that was completed and he just received the reports the other day. One of the reports 601 
includes a sketch of what the wetland scientist did, and it specifically showed the numbers of all the flags and 602 
did not show any numbers of any flagging here [pointed to the property line area]. There was no wetland 603 
shown on the existing conditions here that was stamped by the wetland scientist. Mr. West did not find any 604 
flags out there. He is not sure if it was sketched on, but stated as one can see from the topography, the elevation 605 
continues all the way down to here, where it says breadth. In Mr. West’s report, there is a color line of where 606 
he took some measurements of the linear feet along the property line, and it was over 120 feet. This shows 60 607 
feet. [He discussed his report and used the plan as a reference.] The wetland here receives water, from when 608 
the water comes up in the pond, there's a foot of water in this wetland. You can see it based on the pictures, 609 
based on the inundation. Mr. West stated he took soil augers and mapped hydric soils. He stated the plant 610 
community here is clearly wetland with dominant sedges, and during high water, this is part of the pond, and 611 
so any runoff into this is going directly into the pond. The elevation of the wetland here is actually lower than 612 
where they show a wetland here. The lowest part of it is here, and that's where the pond water comes up into 613 
it. It’s very important to realize you were missing most of this wetland when you did the Conditional Use 614 
Permit, and you literally showed the 25-foot buffer, and I believe they bent the road to stay out of that; but the 615 
wetland's even closer over here. He has pictures in his report and found a drill hole marking the property 616 
boundary was blazed by the engineering survey firm Eric Mitchell and Associates when they put this into a 617 
conservation easement. There are red blazes, and Mr. West has a picture showing the blaze of the boundary 618 
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and the wetland 10 feet up from that boundary. He did not see any boundary flags from Northam Survey, and 619 
went with the blazes that were shown. He stated it is pretty clear it starts here and it gets further and further 620 
closer to the road as you go this way and not parallel to the road; it comes towards the road. Mr. West has a 621 
sketch of where this wetland is, and stated it is a big mistake not to have the resource area identified when 622 
you're getting approval for impacting the buffer. If you don't know where the wetland is, or it's not shown, 623 
you don't know what the buffer impact is totally. The road is going to be in that 75 anyway, but I think it's a 624 
significant issue. This is the only wetland he could look at. Some planning boards require a peer review of a 625 
wetland delineation. That hasn't been done here. It could be different, but it's important to get the information 626 
correct when you're doing this type of work. It's very clear how important this pond is to the farm. He believes 627 
that the 25-foot no-disturb buffer will be significantly more than was shown in yellow on the site plans. The 628 
issue of the flooding in the wetland is the most important thing. I also had some comments about the temporary 629 
buffer impacts. He does not believe it is temporary at all if they build in the buffer. He does not know if the 630 
Town’s regulation calls this temporary impact, but he has never seen this being called temporary impact. He 631 
recognized the applicant’s buffer enhancement with some boulders and some boxes and a few shrubs around 632 
some of the wetlands, but this wetland is extremely important, and he hopes the Board understands that from 633 
his discussion. Thank you. 634 
 635 
Tim Stone, a consulting hydrogeologist with 40 years of experience spoke on behalf of Barker’s Farm. He has 636 
worked on the behalf of planning boards, developers, and on behalf of individual landowners. He stated he 637 
has experience on all sides of the fence. He was brought in by Barker’s Farm to take a look at this property 638 
and perform an overview hydrogeologic assessment, which has not been done by the developer or their 639 
engineer. He believes it is necessary because this is a tight property that's being squeezed in on this narrow 640 
lot. He understands that the ordinance, when this was submitted, allowed something like this, but he thinks 641 
because of that, there need to be additional guardrails when looking at aquifer systems, water supply systems, 642 
and things like that. He believes it is incumbent upon the Board to look at those guardrails and possibly ask 643 
for that information so the Board knows what is really going on here. Mr. Stone submitted a letter that includes 644 
introductory information, looking at local geology and a survey of water supply wells that are in the half-mile 645 
vicinity of this project to try to get a handle on the geology. Based on the information reviewed from wells 646 
near the site, and it's a very incomplete database that the State has, the depths of bedrock are maybe 10 to 20 647 
feet. It has bearing with how bedrock withdrawal affects overburden and recharge rates and things like that. 648 
It looks like there is about 10 to 20 feet thickness of overburden to bedrock. The groundwater in this area 649 
generally flows to the southwest towards the irrigation pond, then across the onto this property, and then 650 
continues on further south down to Jewel Hill Brook to the south-southwest. One of the really interesting 651 
unusual features about this property is the distance from the boundary to the farm pond is 60 feet. That's not 652 
a big distance. Mr. Stone pointed to areas in the room that are about 60 feet. He stated those are close distances, 653 
close proximities. The project proposes three supply wells on the site and pointed to the location of two of the 654 
wells on the plans.  He believes it is very unusual to drill wells 50 feet, 25 feet apart from each other. He 655 
believes the wells will stealing water from each well from the other well, but that might allow them to reach 656 
the 2,000 gallons per day they're looking for from those two wells. Mr. Stone believes it will draw down the 657 
bedrock water table more. He does not agree with the Beals and Associates determination that there will be 658 
no impact. He doesn’t think there's any basis to draw that conclusion unless maybe if it was a residential well 659 
for one building, that might it may not have that great of influence. But these wells will serve multiple units 660 
in multiple buildings, and with two wells next to each other, the drawdown could be significant, and with the 661 
shallow overburden, the communication between the bedrock and the overburden, the loamy sand, sand and 662 
gravels, the wells could draw down the water table. Mr. Stone explained the significance with the radius of 663 
influence of the wells. He described that the well circles on the plans are just regulatory and stated that they 664 
are not really the [withdrawal] radius for that well; it is a protective radius. Fractures in the bedrock will 665 
control the distance where you have preferential flow of groundwater from these wells, but typically their 666 
preferential in this part of New England is from the north to the south and northeast to the southwest, where 667 
greater drawdowns in wells is recognized. That theory brings those drawdowns up closer to the area where 668 
the Barker Farm Pond is located. He agrees with the letter from CMA that recommends hiring a professional 669 
to do a hydrogeologic assessment for the site. Mr. Stone suggested installing an overburden monitoring well 670 
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next to those wells and another monitoring well up against the property boundary and look at water table 671 
levels over the years. If the water table shows no impacts, then fantastic. He believes it would behoove the 672 
Planning Board to put these guardrails in place to protect a resource, the wetlands and the farm pond. 673 
Regarding de-watering the wetlands, the wetlands in the spring represent the water table. The Barker Farm 674 
well represents the water table level. He also performed a grand overview of the water budget. The proposed 675 
withdrawal is 3,000 gallons per day from these wells, with an annual total of about 1.1 million gallons per 676 
day. The vast majority of rainfall that will land on the 3.7-acre property proposed to be developed will not 677 
infiltrate into the bedrock; 50% of it is evaporation and evapotranspiration from plants. It also runs off as 678 
surface water runoff. A common number that used when looking at water budget is maybe 10 to 15 percent 679 
of rainfall makes it to the bedrock to recharge the bedrock. At a 10% recharge rate that is only 421,000 gallons 680 
to the aquifers; which is less than half, almost a third, of what is being withdrawn is recharging within their 681 
property. Using a 15% recharge rate that number is 625,000 gallons which is still only half of the volume 682 
that's proposed to be removed. It gives us a bit of a framework to work with when we look at this. Mr. Stone 683 
believes extra caution should be taken on approving something like this and proving that there will not be any 684 
overburden impacts in the water table. He noted that the proposed well locations are immediately adjacent to 685 
irrigation ponds. If there is communication between the overburden and bedrock, when any irrigation or 686 
infiltration pond fills with water, that creates a pressure head, which will drive that water into the bedrock. 687 
You might say that's recharge and it potentially will be, but any contamination in that irrigation pond, whether 688 
it's from dog feces or salt that's applied to driveways. He recommends a prohibition on salt application 689 
throughout the development due to the tight situation with infiltration ponds directly adjacent to the supply 690 
wells. Also regarding the water budget, if there is landscape irrigation proposed, you might as well just throw 691 
the numbers out the window for water use; the usage goes through the sky. He has seen many planning boards 692 
prohibit landscape irrigation in situations like this. His final point is that there are leach fields proposed 50 693 
feet away from the downgradient property boundary and he hasn’t seen advanced treatment systems proposed 694 
that would reduce the nitrate concentration in those wells. Many planning boards are looking at those issues 695 
in nitrate impacts. There's a 10 milligram per liter nitrate standard for groundwater. With traditional septic 696 
systems within 50 feet of the property boundary, he can guarantee there will be exceedances of the state 697 
drinking water standard for nitrates leaving the property boundary, and there is a supply well in the house 698 
immediately downgradient adjacent to the property. Mr. Stone stated that planning boards more and more (in 699 
Rye they are looking at this issue) are requiring advanced treatment systems in situations where there's more 700 
sensitive environments and planning boards have required this of the developers. He asked that the Board take 701 
a look at that issue, or ask the applicant the possibility of installing those systems to prevent downgradient 702 
groundwater impacts above drinking water standards. Mr. Stone concluded by reminding the Board that he 703 
submitted a letter and stated if you have any further questions, I'm sure the representatives from Barker Farm 704 
itself would be happy to answer them. Thank you. 705 
 706 
Mr. Kunowski stated before the Board takes any further public comments, he asked the applicant if they had 707 
opportunity to review or comment since these reports were received. Mr. Sheehan replied he received the 708 
information late this afternoon and just had a chance to look at it and barely had time to discuss it. He stated 709 
no comment this time. 710 
 711 
Forrest Barker, 216 Portsmouth Ave, stated that she read her mom’s letter earlier, and wants to add her own 712 
words. She reiterated the Planning Board's mission includes promoting the health, safety, and general welfare 713 
of residents and protecting and conserving the rural, recreational, and historic values of properties and stated 714 
that Barker's farm is not asking for special treatment. We are asking the Board to fulfill that mission. If you 715 
don't personally shop at a farm, thousands of people care about it. For five generations, this farm has fed local 716 
families, preserved open land, and contributed to the rural character of Stratham. It is part of the fabric of this 717 
town. This is also our livelihood. This irrigation pond, wetland, and groundwater are not simply scenery or 718 
lines on a plan. They are essential parts of a working farm. The evidence presented tonight shows incredible 719 
risk to those resources. Brendan (the applicant) also mentioned how, when he sees our the water level lower 720 
in our pond, he has also noticed that his pond has lowered; so they are connected. I'm asking you to remember 721 
what is at stake. Please do not gamble with our water, our livelihood, or the future of this farm. I respectfully 722 
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ask you to deny the applications. Thank you. 723 
 724 
Mr. Kunowski invited any additional members of the public who had comments beyond those already raised 725 
to come forward. He noted that individuals did not need to repeat comments or concerns that had already been 726 
presented but were welcome to provide any new or additional information for the Board’s consideration. 727 
 728 
John Hatch, 54 Depot Road, explained that he is here to speak in opposition to this development. My biggest 729 
concern relates to what we've just been hearing about the impact it will have on the Barker’s Farm property. 730 
I'm sure this Board has had to deal with unique situations before. In fact, I think the Board had referenced in 731 
the beginning that this is a unique property. It's a narrow property. It's also unique in the sense that it abuts a 732 
substantial portion of a family farm that's been a mainstay of this community and this town for generations. 733 
With that in mind and the uniqueness of this, it's critically important that the Board fully consider not only 734 
what the Barker’s Farm representatives are saying in opposition to this development, but also really think 735 
about what Barker's Farm means to this town and to this community. And on this point, you could start with 736 
what you've heard a few times: the fact that Barker's Farm has been producing healthy produce in this 737 
community for generations, it is one of the very few places left where, as you walk in to buy food, you can 738 
actually see the fields from where it came. That's always been something that the people of this community, 739 
like me, value, and that value has only increased in this time of cyclospora outbreaks and grocery store product 740 
recalls. Barker's Farm provides those very same products, but in a way that gives customers peace of mind, 741 
and this community trusts Barker's Farm because the farm gives them transparency about the food that the 742 
grocery store does not. So, anything that increases the risk to the integrity of Barker's Farm soil, wetlands, or 743 
water supply is also putting this valuable farm and what it has to offer this community at risk. And the risk 744 
I'm talking about is what's before the Board now with this development, within just feet from farm soil and 745 
wetlands, there will be at a minimum extensive tree cutting, brush clearing, soil movement. There will be the 746 
construction of four significant structures, multiple parking areas, and a whole new road. Again, because of 747 
the narrow width of the subject property; these significant land alterations in construction will push right up 748 
against the farm soil and wetlands, as the technical experts have just said. I am particularly concerned that a 749 
paved road and all the associated risks that come with the installation, use, and maintenance of an impervious 750 
surface would exist about 26 feet from the irrigation pond that is critical to Barker's farm operation. So, from 751 
my point of view, every vote that advances this development is increasing a risk to an incredibly valuable 752 
asset to this town. Just when the people in this community are increasingly relying on it, that seems directly 753 
contrary to what Section 11 of the zoning ordinance sets out as its very purpose, which is “to protect public 754 
health, safety, and general welfare by promoting the most appropriate use of land, and to protect wetland 755 
ecosystems and water quality”. Thank you for hearing my concerns. 756 
 757 
Roger Stephenson, 22 Stephen Drive, stated he wanted to extend my appreciation to the Planning Board for 758 
the work you're doing. 759 
 760 
Ms. Price interrupted the Public Hearing to announce that we can no longer continue this meeting because we 761 
don't have a quorum. We have to have a quorum in person. Mr. Kunowski stated it was beyond coughing; he 762 
is ill. Ms. Price asked if the Board would like to continue to a date and time to listen to all the public comment. 763 
This was not intended, obviously, but we don't have a quorum present. Mr. Kunowski stated it was out of their 764 
control. It was noted for the record that Planning Board Member Jay Fraprie left the meeting due to unexpected 765 
illness at 9:10 p.m. The Board discussed the application’s September 22 decision deadline and the procedural 766 
implications of being unable to act without a quorum. It was noted that September 22 falls on a Tuesday and 767 
that the Select Board was scheduled to meet the preceding Monday. The discussion also addressed the need 768 
to comply with applicable meeting notice requirements, and whether a continuance or additional meeting 769 
would be necessary before the decision deadline. Mr. Allard asked if the Board is considering a special 770 
meeting. Ms. Price replied yes. Mr. Allard stated that we're coming back for another meeting with the Board 771 
because there are still a bunch of things that need to be decided. He asked if they could pick up where they 772 
left off. Mr. Allard asked if they can extend by agreement. Ms. Price replied that a quorum is not present to 773 
make a motion. Mr. Paine asked procedurally if the applicant can ask for their time frame to be extended. Ms. 774 
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Price stated that due to the lack of a quorum, the Board would need to close the meeting and separately post 775 
a subsequent meeting. The Board could not make a motion to continue the hearing without a quorum. Ms. 776 
Price noted that this created a procedural complication regarding how the application should proceed and 777 
indicated that additional guidance was being sought.  778 
 779 
Mr. Kunowski addressed the members of the public that, due to the unforeseen loss of a quorum, the meeting 780 
could not continue in its current state, and the Board could not receive additional comments or conduct further 781 
business. He stated that, if the absent Board member was able to return and restore the quorum, the Board’s 782 
only anticipated action would be to continue the hearing to a later date and address an extension of the 783 
application’s decision deadline. Mr. Kunowski emphasized that the situation was unexpected and apologized 784 
for the disruption. Mr. Tramaloni stated that although he is present, he can’t be part of the quorum because 785 
the RSA 91 states that the quorum has to be present in the room. Ms. Price called Mr. Fraprie and left a 786 
voicemail and a text to see if he could continue and adjourn the meeting as a quorum. Mr. Kunowski stated if 787 
Mr. Fraprie was able to come back to the meeting and a quorum was restored; the Board would not resume 788 
public comment or substantive review of the application that evening. The only anticipated action would be 789 
to continue the application to a later meeting date. He noted that the Planning Board regularly meets on the 790 
first and third Wednesdays of each month and began discussing the next available meeting date. Mr. Kunowski 791 
notified the members of the public of a short recess [Time was 9:21 p.m.] Ms. Price called Mr. Fraprie once 792 
more and noted that for the record. She addressed the members of the public that abutter notice would happen 793 
when the meeting date was established. Ms. Price explained that the Board had lost its quorum and that Mr. 794 
Kunowski formally acknowledged that a quorum was no longer present. Attempts to contact Mr. Fraprie to 795 
restore the quorum were unsuccessful. As a result, the Board could not make any motions or establish a date 796 
for continuing the application. Ms. Price stated that she would seek guidance regarding the appropriate 797 
process, particularly given the September 22 decision deadline and the expectation that additional review of 798 
the application would be necessary. She emphasized that the Town would ensure that all procedural and legal 799 
requirements were properly addressed, including any necessary re-notification of abutters or other required 800 
correspondence. She apologized that additional information regarding the next meeting date and process was 801 
not available that evening and stated that further clarification would be obtained following the meeting. Mr. 802 
Kunowski stated that the meeting is in recess as of 9:30 p.m. because we don't have a quorum present. 803 
 804 
Meeting concluded in a recess at 9:30 p.m. 805 
 806 
Minutes respectfully submitted by Vanessa Price 807 


