
          September 2022 
Brushy Brook Housing Development – Communal Septic 
 
Dear Honorable Members of the Hopkinton Planning Board, Town Planner and Planning Board Solicitor, 
 
Living within close proximity of the Brushy Brook Housing Development, I (and other neighbors) are very concerned 
about protecting our water supply from potential contamination that could result from such a large, compact housing 
development in our neighborhood.  Please take some time to read the relevant information I have provided below on 
this topic, from the original Master Plan approval and, more importantly, from the discussions you have had with the 
applicant’s representatives on this topic.  The applicant has not followed through on the direction given by the Planning 
Board in previous meetings. 
 
Over ten years ago, past Planning Board member Howard Walker, who was an attorney, was instrumental in working 
with the whole Planning Board to ensure that the best protections for the town were included in the conditions of the 
Brushy Brook Master Plan Approval, and the effort was rewarded with the Town prevailing when the developer 
challenged two of the conditions of approval through SHAB and up through the Superior Court.  It should be noted that 
the applicant had only contested (condition #1) the reduction in the proposed housing density and (condition #2) the 
reconfiguration of the lots away from the Arcadia Management Area. 
 
Importantly, also back in 2010, GZA GeoEnvironmental Inc. was engaged in reviewing the Brushy Brook proposal and 
provided important data and testimony on the town’s behalf, with Lorraine Joubert of URI supporting their methodology 
and concerns.  Their work led to Master Plan Condition #3 which stated that the applicant shall provide “…communal 
septic with de-nitrification”.  The current plans do not reflect the true intent of the Master Plan Approval – i.e. 
communal leach areas do not constitute full communal septic with de-nitrification. 
 
With the expert work completed in the past, please don’t let the applicant veer from this condition. 
 
Following are exerpts from the more current Preliminary Plan discussions covering this topic, where full communal 
septic was discussed (beyond just communal leach areas) and reaffirmed by the Planning Board as a requirement: 
 

 In June 2022 DiPrete stated: “It is the applicant’s position that suggesting an alternative method of handling the 
onsite sewage treatment at this late stage of the engineering design process would be counter to previous 
discussions and town direction. “ 
This statement misrepresents prior direction given by the Board.  The facts documented in the minutes of past 
meetings (4/1/2015, 11/6/2019, 5/6/2020, 8/4/2021) reiterate the requirement for full community septic as noted 
in the Master Plan Approval.  I’ve added excerpts from the minutes of those meetings at the end of this document as 
findings of fact. 

 Most notably, septic design was a primary topic during the 5/6/2020 meeting.  The plans at this point in time 
depicted individual de-nitrification septic systems with community leach areas. The applicant was seeking explicit 
guidance from the Planning Board regarding acceptance of that septic design.  Four out of the five board members 
expressed that they did not support the individual de-nitrification system design, and Attorney Landry 
acknowledged: “we were hoping to have your input, which we now have, on whether we’re going to go with 
common septics or individual septics.  That’s an important part of the plans, so the plans will be finalized and 
submitted to DEM based on the community septic system”.  There is no reason that individual de-nitrification 
septic systems should still be in the plans when explicit guidance was given over two years ago by the Planning 
Board to adhere to full communal septic.   

 Additionally, Attorney Landry reiterated during the 8/4/2021 meeting that the Board was “very clear” about 
abiding by what “was originally approved – common septics, common wells, and that that was the Planning 
Board’s clear preference going forward.” He said that the applicant “respect[ed] that”, and that, “at the end of the 
day”, the applicant “want[ed] to do what, you know, what, what is the consensus of the Planning Board, and how it 
was originally approved”.   It’s easy to feel deceived and that full communal septic with de-nitrification is being 
avoided. Concerned residents left the 5/6/2020 meeting feeling assured by the Planning Board’s guidance that the 
full communal septic condition would be met.  



As raised at those past meetings regarding individual de-nitrification systems, who would be responsible for monitoring 
and ensuring that each individual homeowner is adhering to maintenance and inspection requirements, which is 
essential for ensuring that our groundwater and well supply is not contaminated? 
 
Per Green Wastewater Solutions based in Warwick, de-nitrification systems must be inspected twice/year with a 
cleaning included once per year.  This is in addition to pumping the systems every 5-8 years.   
 
With different build dates, every house could be on a different schedule.  Who keeps track?  Does it fall on the town?  
How could a Homeowners’ Association effectively manage this? Can financial protections be put in place in case the 
HOA doesn’t adequately manage the annual maintenance or have the funds to cover the expenses? 
 
By adhering to the condition for full communal septic, the monitoring would be simplified 140-fold, and the threat to 
our neighborhood’s water supply would be better minimized. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
Carol Desrosiers 
16 Pleasant View Drive 
 

 
Findings of Fact: 
 
Attached to the Master Plan Approval Document: 

 Book 491, Page 124:  
 “We cannot afford to ignore our own town history, which includes the failed Hope Valley experiment of developing 
20,000 square foot lots.  Due to the lack of infrastructure in Hope Valley, wells were polluted and septic systems 
failed, which necessitated bringing the public water line in from Richmond.  Also, the town had to up-zoned R-1 lots 
which were formerly 20,000 square foot minimum to the now 60,000 square foot size.  This suggests that we must 
be cautiously skeptical of the applicant’s proposal to build a dense development on half acre lots, without public 
infrastructure. Why repeat a failed experiment.” 

 
Full communal septic with de-nitrification is the best protection the Town can enforce versus having individual de-
nitrification systems with communal leach areas.  The Town needs to ensure that the de-nitrification system is 
maintained at a communal level versus monitoring each individual household. 

 
During the April 1st, 2015 Planning Board Meeting, a “Discussion of Proposed Development in light of the Planning 
Board Master Plan Decision” was held.  From the documented minutes of that meeting: 

 Attorney Landry reiterated “Common septics, common wells, no question.  They wouldn’t be trying to modify that.”  

 “Mr. DiOrio said that at our last meeting, there were still some concerns from the abutting property owners.  From 
the comments he recollects, from Mr. Duhamel specifically, there might be a different perspective now because you 
don’t have individual systems and individual wells.” 

 
During the November 6th, 2019 Planning Board Meeting, materials for this development were provided as part of a pre-
application meeting.  For this meeting, the applicant provided documents showing individual septic systems for each of 
the proposed houses.  From the documented minutes of that meeting: 

 “Mr. DiOrio was concerned about how they would extricate themselves from the condition of approval regarding 
community septic systems versus individual septic systems” 

 Mr. Lamphere reiterated that this was just a pre-application meeting with the applicant to review the proposed plan 
and give suggestions and comments. It was the burden of the applicant to come up with a schematic that complies 
with master plan approval…  … they have deviated from the communal septic system and gone with individual septic 
systems…” 

 



During the May 6th, 2020 Planning Board Meeting, pre-application materials were once again reviewed.  From the 
documented minutes of that meeting: 

 Attorney Landry: “The first of business, and thank you, for permitting us to proceed this way, is a request for your 
input on whether the lots that are developed for this – the one hundred and forty lots that will be a part of the 
Preliminary submission – should be serviced by a community septic system – one or more community septic systems 
– or individual systems. 

 Mr. Prellwitz stated that he agreed with the individual septic system design, and based his support on “fifty years in 
construction”. He also said that “this is to my liking a lot more than the site-wide, multiple home septic systems.”  

 Ms. Light said “After reading the information that I’ve been provided, and the information that I researched myself, 
and the decision of the Board back in 2010, I don’t have any wiggle room in my thought. I think the community 
program is the one that we need to follow through on. And, as far as the cost to the homeowners and whatnot, you 
have a Homeowners Association, that this is going to take responsibility for the maintenance of everything that’s 
going on in there, including the private road. And a public system, the way these systems are designed, supports the 
kind of traffic that we’re talking about, otherwise it wouldn’t have been a recommendation. So, I think it’s fair to say 
that the original intention of the Planning Board was pretty accurate, and I’m inclined to agree with the previous 
decision.” 

 Ms. Shumchenia agreed with Ms. Light, and stated that she was “also inclined to agree with the decision, and 
original plan that the Planning Board approved.” She continued. Ms. Shumchenia: “It’s my understanding, from 
reading the materials, that they asked for the opinion of multiple experts to weigh in on this particular issue, and I 
see no reason to deviate from that original plan. Thanks.”  

 Mr. Lindelow also weighed in.  “I agree with Ron to a certain extent about the individual ones, but I’d go back and 
support the original decision and wait to hear some public input.”  

 Mr. DiOrio then expressed his opinions on the issue. “And my opinion would also be that the original decision should 
be adhered to. While I appreciate the comments that have been made, many of the topics – siting, the homeowner 
responsibility, the O+M – quite candidly, these are not truly the Town’s concerns. These are almost design 
parameters that you folks are gonna to have to wrestle with. Certainly, bringing DEM in as a purported ally is 
probably not going to carry too much weight here. DEM is certainly not working in the best interests of my 
community, so, they have their checklist, you go through their checklist, you get your permit. That’s kind of black 
and white. So, I don’t put a lot of confidence in what they have to say. So, anyway, my summary is the original 
decision should stand.”  

 Mr. Lamphere, the Town Planner, then provided his comments. “The only thing that I would like to say is that the 
original decision there was reviewed previously by GZA – before I could really opine on this, I’d have to read the 
commentary by GZA Geoenvironmental, and do my homework. I have not done so for this meeting, so I’m really not 
prepared, but I can say that the suggestion for community water and community septic systems didn’t just come out 
of thin air. It came, it came with the guidance of a consultant, and I don’t have right in my head, tonight, what their 
reasoning was, so before I would deviate from the original decision, I would like to at least review what GZA has to 
say on that, so that’s my comment.”  

 Attorney Landry:  “So, that we, we - the answer to that is we are very close to making the formal decision to the 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management - wetlands, storm water, septics, common well system, 
and I – we were – hoping to have your input, which we now have, on whether we’re going to go with common 
septics or individual septics. That’s an important part of the plans, so the plans will be finalized and submitted to 
DEM based on the community septic system.” 

 
During the August 4th, 2021 Planning Board Meeting, the following was reiterated.  

 Attorney Landry said that the Board was “very clear” about abiding by what “was originally approved – common 
septics, common wells, and that that was the Planning Board’s clear preference going forward.” He said that the 
applicant “respect[ed] that”, and that, “at the end of the day”, the applicant “want[ed] to do what, you know, what, 
what is the consensus of the Planning Board, and how it was originally approved” 

 


