Town of Brentwood Zoning Board of Adjustment
                         1 Dalton Road Brentwood NH 03833
603-642-6400 ex 116                                                                                 mkennedy@brentwoodnh.gov 
____________________________________________________________________________________
                                                                      Minutes 8/24/26 
Attendance: F Albert (Chair), B Stevens, W Morrill, S Hamilton, D Cowie, M Nordell (Alt)
The meeting opens at 7:00 PM 
Member W Morrill recuses himself from the Peter Gurrisi application for a potential conflict of interest. 
A motion is made by F Albert to give alternate M Nordell voting rights. The motion is seconded by B Stevens; the motion is carried unanimously. 
Public Hearing For: 
Property Location: 444 RT 125, Brentwood, NH 
Property Owner: Peter Gurrisi
Tax Map: 201.007.000
Jones & Beach Engineers, Inc. respectfully submits a Variance Application for the above-mentioned parcel on behalf of our applicant & owner, Peter Gurrisi. We are requesting a variance from Article IV, Section 400.007.008.H.3.b.- Additional Stormwater BMP Sizing & Design Standards for Recharge Basins. The floor of the recharge device shall be at least three feet above the seasonal high-water table and bedrock.
In accordance with current NHDES stormwater design standards, infiltrating bioretention ponds, like the one currently proposed, are required to have one foot of separation to the seasonal high water table due inclusion of a filter course as part of the treatment process. According to the zoning regulation, the town requires 3’ of separation for all infiltration practices.
Jones & Beach engineer Nick Lorenz representing applicant Peter Gurrisi reviews the five variance criteria with the board. Board questions and comments are but are not limited to: 
1. Approximately how many square feet of the site would have to be filled to meet the requirements. 
2. Town Planner, G Greenwoods comment letter was reviewed 
3. Why the State regulation was changed from a 3-foot requirement to a 1-foot separation requirement. 
A motion was made by F Albert, Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest: The site has been designed that stormwater will be adequately treated prior to infiltrating into the groundwater & the pond meets all state design requirements. The motion was seconded by S Hamilton; the motion was carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by S Hamilton, If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because: The intent of the ordinance is to protect water quality. Stormwater will be treated through a filter course prior to infiltration in order to attain the same treatment levels as a pond with 3’ of separation to the S.H.W.T. at a minimum. The motion was seconded by D Cowie; the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert, Granting the variance would do substantial justice because: In this case, the town’s requirement is more strict than current state design requirements. A majority of the site has an existing use that has been in operation for several years, and the proposed improvements will be directed to this new pond. The motion was seconded by D Cowie; the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert, If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished: Surrounding properties would not be diminished as water quality will still be protected through the proposed design and the location of said pond is at the rear of the site has no adjacent uses. 
A motion Is made by F Albert, Unnecessary Hardship: Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because: 
No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provision 
[bookmark: _Int_K2KC5xle]and the specific application of that provision to the property because: A greater separation to the water table than is required by the state with a system such as the one proposed serves no benefit to the general public purpose of the ordinance provision. The motion was seconded by M Nordell; the motion caried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert; the proposed use is a reasonable one because: A filter course is included in the design of the stormwater prior to infiltration. The motion was seconded by M Nordell; the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert, explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be deemed 
to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it: The property has had an existing use on site for a number of years. The new owner is looking to expand the gravel yard and propose a building addition. To meet the Zoning requirement, the back of the site would need to be raised two feet to have a pond meeting the separation requirement. The motion was seconded by D Cowie; the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by S Hamilton to Grant the variance from Zoning ordinance 400.007.008 H.3.b for a single bioretention pond with one foot of separation from the S.H.W.T. The motion was seconded by F Albert, the motion carried unanimously. 

Approval of the 6/22/26 meeting minutes: 
A motion was made by F Albert to approve the 6/22/26 meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by W Morrill; the motion carried unanimously. 
Any other business that may come before the Board:
A motion was made by F Albert to nominate S Hamilton to fill the vacant Vice Chair position. The motion was seconded by B Stevens; the motion carried unanimously. 
A motion was made by F Albert to adjourn at 7:30 PM. The motion was seconded by W Morrell; the motion carried unanimously. 
Respectfully submitted 
Mark Kennedy 
Land Use Administrator 
Brentwood NH 
