Town of Brentwood Zoning Board of Adjustment
                         1 Dalton Road Brentwood NH 03833
603-642-6400 ex 116                                                                                 mkennedy@brentwoodnh.gov 
____________________________________________________________________________________
                                                          DRAFT Minutes 6/22/26 DRAFT
Attendance: F Albert (Chair), B Stevens, W Morrill, S Hamilton (Alt), M Nordell (Alt)
The meeting opens at 7:02 PM 
A motion was made by F Albert to give alternate S Hamilton voting rights; the motion was seconded by B Stevens. The motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert to give alternate M Nordell voting rights, the motion was seconded by B Stevens. The motion carried unanimously. 

Continued Public Hearing For: 
Applicant: River Run Development LLC.
Location of Property: No Address, land locked parcel south of Fellows Road. 
Tax Map: 217.083.000
Petitioner River Run Development, LLC seeks a variance from the Brentwood Zoning Ordinance Section 300.002.006.005 requiring 200 feet of frontage for a certain parcel of land south of Fellows Road, designated on the Brentwood assessor’s map as Plan 217, Lot 83 to construct a single-family home. The Property is within the Residential / Agricultural zoning district. The property lacks legal frontage due to a narrow strip of commonly owned subdivision land of the Mill Falls Subdivision separating the Property from Fellows Road but otherwise contains ample lot area with approximately 3.7 acres.
Attorney Mark Johnson, representing River Run Development LLC, requests a copy of the letter written to board members from town council. No motion was made by a board member to release the letter. Mr. Johnson’s request is noted and rejected by the board. 
Mr. Johnson recaps the variance request to the board; his comments are but not limited to:
1. Easement language 1935
2. History of the property 
3. The easement depicted on the Mill Falls subdivision plan
4. The deed references the easement 
5. The five criteria the variance is judged upon 
B Stevens reads a part of the letter from town council about the validity of the easement and the reasons why the document is referenced in the subdivision plan. 
Abutters make comments and read letters they submitted to the board. Public speakers include but are not limited to: 
1. Trevor Collins 
2. Cammron Miner reads a letter submitted by Jennifer Fredette president of the Mill Falls Neighborhood Association  
3. Neal Kerins 
Public comments were closed at 8:02 PM and the board deliberates the variance criteria and the merits of the case. 
Findings of Facts:
A motion was made by S Hamilton, granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest, granting the variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The motion was seconded by M Nordell, the motion carries unanimously. 
A motion is made by B Stevens; the spirit of the ordinance would be observed. The lot conforms to all other Brentwood zoning ordinance requirements with the exception that it lacks town road frontage, the requirement the applicant must address with our town building inspector pursuant to NH RSA 674:41before a building permit is issued. The motion was seconded by S Hamilton, the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by W Morrill; Granting the variance would do substantial justice. This is an over-sized residential lot in a residential subdivision; all the other criteria of a valid building lot are met. The lots agency to a public road and the ability of EMS services to reach the lot. While denial of the variance results is a big loss to the applicant. While the applicant could use the lot for agriculture purposes, the fact that the owner has a use of the property is not, in and of itself, a sufficient basis to deny the variance. The motion was seconded by B Stevens, the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by S Hamilton; for the following reasons the surrounding property values would not be diminished. It’s an extremely nice neighborhood and building one more house is not going to affect the surrounding property values. Given the size of the lot, it is one more home in a residential neighborhood. The motion was seconded by W Morrill, the motion carried unanimously. 
A Motion is made by B Stevens; literal enforcement of the ordinance would result in unnecessary hardship. I believe this lot is special because it is a preexisting lot, which is located within 15 feet of a public road and there is nothing the applicant can do, without the assent of another party, to bring the lot into compliance with the frontage requirement. The purpose of frontage requirements is generally to ensure safe and sane access to property, and to limit density. Density is not an issue here, the lot is almost twice as large as required by the ordinance. And, given the lot’s location is so close to a public road, it seems to me that safe and sane access is assured. The motion was seconded by S Hamilton, the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion is made by B Stevens; the proposed use is a reasonable one given the size of the lot and its location to a public roadway. The motion was seconded by S Hamilton, the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert to approve the variance from 300.002.006.005 (A) with the following conditions: 
1. This variance does not create, affirm, or convey any right of way to the applicant over the HOA’s common space. The existence of the right of way is a private issue for the applicant and the HOA to resolve privately.
2. This variance does not relieve the applicant from complying with RSA 674:41.
The motion was seconded by S Hamilton; the motion carried unanimously. 

A motion was made by S Hamilton to approve the 5/18/26 meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by M Nordell, the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by B Stevens to approve the 6/5/26 site walk meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by M Nordell, the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by S Hamilton to adjourn at 8:23 PM. The motion was seconded by F Albert, the motion carried unanimously. 
Respectfully submitted
Mark Kennedy
Land Use Administrator 
Brentwood NH 

