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MINUTES

Of the Township of West Milford

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

March 29, 2016
 Regular Meeting 

Robert Brady, Board Chairman, opened the Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment at 7:40 p.m. The Board Secretary read the Legal Notice. The Chairman asked all in attendance to recite the Pledge of Allegiance.  The Chairman advised Mr. Castronova and Mr. Conlon to sit at the dais for 7-member board 5 regular members and 2 alternate members; Mr. Brady indicated that the first application (Lisa Killi) was starting over so there it was not necessary for the people who had not heard the previous testimony get caught up.  Mr. Brady explained the Zoning Board and Open Public Meetings Act. He introduced the Board Attorney, Stephen Glatt. The meetings are advertised in the Herald News. The Board operates in accordance with the Open Meeting Act of the State of New Jersey. No new applications after 10:30 pm and no new testimony after 11:00 pm, if it is needed there will be a break at approximately 9:00 pm.  The appeals of this Board go directly to the Superior Court of the State of New Jersey.
Roll Call

Present:  
   Russell Curving, Frank Curcio Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, Matthew Conlon, Steven Castronova and Robert Brady

Also present:   
Denyse Todd, Board Secretary, Stephen Glatt, Board Attorney, William Drew, Board Planner, Nordan Murphy, Board Engineer
Absent:  
James Olivo, Daniel Jurkovic
MEMORIALIZATIONS 
GRACE FELLOWSHIP CHURCH (amended)

RESOLUTION  9-2016



PREL. & FINAL SITE PLAN  ZB06-15-07 





Block 9801; Lot 1

37 Stephens Road, R-1 Zone

Mr. Glatt explained that the memorialization for the Grace Fellowship Church matter, the resolution was not prepared for this meeting, it is very extensive and he read through the minutes but when he got to the end, and recalling the last meeting, anyone present was probably exhausted. Reading through the minutes he did not think that the Findings of Fact were not very extensive. He indicated they need to be elaborated. It is his intention that the Secretary puts it back on for the April meeting just so one or two or whoever wants to put on some findings of fact as to why they voted in a particular way.  He will hopefully have the resolution finished except for the final findings of fact, we will take a 15 minute recess and the Secretary and the Attorney will complete the resolution as far as the findings of fact and if it meets with the Board’s approval then memorialize it. He does not want to put it off for another month.  He would appreciate if anyone who voted on the application and is eligible to vote be at the April meeting so we can complete it.
CARRIED APPLICATIONS
LISA KILLI







BULK VARIANCE ZB06-15-05





Block 11101; Lot 29







459 Snake Den Road; R-4 Zone
Bulk variance relief requested for a front yard setback where 125 feet is required 85.6 is existing and 71.5 is proposed; side yard se back requested where 60 feet is required 54.6 is existing & 17.2 is proposed to permit the construction of a 37.5 by 48 foot addition. The application was carried from the September 29, 2015 meeting at the request of the applicant. (Applicant signed a 60-day extension until February 8, 2016 and an additional extension until April 8, 2016 and additional 30 day extension until May 8, 2016) 
John Barbarula, attorney for the applicant asked the Board to only remember Lisa Killi, how lovely the property is and forget everything else from the prior meetings held for this matter.  Mr. Glatt indicated that unless the applicant or her representation has an objection, this will be starting from square one. Mr. Barbarula indicated he has 2 witnesses and may call Lisa at the end. Scott Monro, Architect and Tyler VanderValk, Engineer. Mr. Glatt indicated that Mr. Drew thought in light of the new plans there may be a need for additional notice because this could be considered an accessory apartment.  If it is to be considered an accessory apartment, it exceeds the provisions of Section  500-19, section b2, because it would be larger than 600 square feet, which means they would have to have noticed for additional variances. Mr. Barbarula indicated that he believes Mr. Monro’s testimony will show that the plan is an integral part of one particular housing unit and is not an accessory apartment.  He indicated that the Architect would speak first and have a preliminary vote on whether or not it is an accessory apartment.  They discussed some case law.  
The Board Attorney swore in George Scott Monro GSMR Architectural Services of Kinnelon and Tyler VanderValk of Houser Engineering, LLC of Ringwood.  Mr. Monro is a Licensed Professional Architect in New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Connecticut and North Carolina, he has been practicing at GSMR, his own company since 1996 and has appeared before Boards across the State. Tyler VanderValk, Bachelor’s Degree in Civil Engineering, and Licensed as a Professional Engineer in NJ and has testified before both West Milford Boards and has been practicing for about 7 years. Mr. Brady indicated the Professionals credentials were accepted.

Mr. Barbarula called Scott Monro first. Mr. Barbarula asked Mr. Monro if he was familiar with the project and he indicated he was and he went over and designed the plans that were part of the amended application for this site and he indicated he was. He also oversaw the development of the plans the design of the house and the various additions and rooms being created.  Mr. Monro was asked to go over the plans.  He indicated that the applicant has a large family and has gatherings at the home; the current layout of the home is not conducive to that, they are trying to make it a space to facilitate large gatherings. There is a pool in the rear yard, they need a larger kitchen, they are proposing a prep kitchen which is a larger kitchen then current and has the latest technology, a formal living room off of the kitchen, also including a bedroom within the addition for family members and guests a bathroom and closet associated with the bedroom, this is what is proposed for the first floor. Mr. Barbarula asked if it was separated or is it integrated within the flow of the home. Mr. Monro indicated that it went with the flow there were a couple of openings to pass through each part. There is no separate front door, there is a sliding barn door being proposed to have it all together, the door does not lock.  The second floor does not have a great ceiling height, the middle of the roof is higher and where dormers are as well, it consists of two bedrooms and two bathrooms and an office/library area. The majority of the rest is open to the floor below. They are proposing a loft, a bridge passageway unlocked and unseparated from the new second floor across to the existing second floor, for circulation and flow and to allow getting from one portion of the home to the other. They are also proposing a media room on the second floor, also a powder room, a storage closet and a small sitting area. Mr. Barbarula asked about the walkway and it is open to the lower level, it would not be typical for an apartment.  Mr. Barbarula asked what would be required for an apartment.  Mr. Monro indicated he would have a separate, closed and concealed area, separate entry and parking facilities, there is nothing like this in these plans. Mr. Barbarula confirmed those items are not incorporated in the drawings, Mr. Monro agreed and indicated it was the same open flow on both floors. Mr. Barbarula asked if there were any other aspects of the plan he wanted to discuss, Mr. Monro indicated the elevations show it but they are proposing a spiral staircase up to an observation silo, this will be replicated to match the farm style of the house, it is easier to see from the elevations not as easily on the plans.  Mr. Barbarula indicated that the witness is open to questions from the Board. The loft and the bridge was unclear to one of the Board Members and it was explained that the bridge is a walkway that takes you across to the new loft area. It is open to below in the front side but in the back there is a closed roof, called a crawl space. Mr. Glatt asked about the square footage, it would need to be discussed, if it is an accessory apartment it would exceed the allowed 600 square feet.  Mr. Monro indicated it was in excess of 600 square feet. Mr. Glatt indicated there was a separate living room, from the rest of the house because in what is existing there is a separate family room, there is a washer and dryer in the addition and there is a laundry in the existing home.  The new addition will be mostly accessed from the pool area, the new space will be somewhat a cabana instead of being separate from the home.  Mr. Glatt asked if the new addition could be an accessory apartment, it has just about everything and anything anybody could want.  Mr. Monro indicated he did not think so, it was not definitively separate, not broken up, no separate entrances, no garages or carports, you have to get through from the front of the house or the garage in the existing home. Mr. McQuaid confirmed that there is an outside entrance from the side of the building.  Mr. Glatt indicated that knowing what Ms. Killi’s intent is with her home and the land is clear but once she divests herself of this how easy would it be to put up the necessary walls to make this an accessory apartment to rent.  Mr. Monro indicated that honest people would come to the town for the necessary permits and it should work its way back to the Zoning Board in that case.

Mr. Brady opened the application to the public for this part only deciding the accessory apartment.

Gary Hess, 467 Snake Den Road, his house is in his wife’s name, it was indicated he could speak.  Mr. Glatt indicated that this was not the end of the application, and if it was decided it was an accessory apartment then they will need to republish the legal notice with this information. They take no issue with the addition.

Matthew Conlon after seeing nobody else for or against the application moved to close the public portion.
Steven Castronova seconded.

All in favor to close the public portion

None opposed

Mr. Barbarula indicated that Section 500-19- Accessory Apartments, the words of the ordinance as well as common sense of what an accessory apartment is, he read parts where it is separate and unique and has dominion control,  most would want a door so they could be at home.  The prior plans had a modular and it was separate and unique and they were going to dump it in, it was not an integral part of the home. This addition has an enormous amount of access.  There is an open catwalk, open loft, there is no separation and when you look at that and the ordinance, he indicated it was an integral part of the structure. Mr. Barbarula indicated people could live there, is it separate can they lock doors and have control, no they could not. The amount of kitchens does not make it an apartment, they can have two kitchens. Mr. Barbarula indicated that the pool access in relation to the laundry area is good to dry the towels when returning from outside. There is a large barn door separating this.  None of the accoutrements of an apartment are existing here, Mr. Barbarula indicated he would like it to be said that they have demonstrated by expert testimony that this addition is an integral part of the structure and that it will be built that way and it is not an accessory apartment and that is an appropriate determination the Board could make at this point to move on to the site plan. There is no mother/daughter provision in the ordinance, it is an accessory apartment. Mr. Drew indicated that the accessory apartment is defined basically; it is subordinate to the principal structure in which it is being constructed.  Mr. Drew read the full definition to the Board. Mr. Glatt indicated that all that was being discussed at this point was whether the applicant needed to additionally notice for this. If it was an accessory apartment, it would just be one more bulk variance that they could have or should have listed in their advertisement. There is a catchall phrase in the advertisement and it could fall under that.  If it is decided it is an accessory apartment, the meeting gets stopped at this point and it gets re-advertised with the accessory apartment and then return at the next meeting.
Mr. Glatt indicated that it will require a separate motion whether it is an accessory apartment or an integral addition to the house. 

Michael Gerst made a motion based on the testimony that it is part of the house because it does not have the walls on the second floor or a single door on the 2nd floor or the first floor that could be locked. It is not necessary to re-notice.

Second by Arthur McQuaid
Mr. Castronova indicated that he is in agreement. 

Mr. McQuaid indicated that there was a prior application with an apartment and it was clearly for that purpose. He lives in a bi-level and that is the easiest to convert for an apartment. Any home could be made to have an apartment. This demonstrates enough openness to be one home.

All in favor for the motion that this is an integral part of the house and not an accessory apartment

None opposed.

Mr. Barbarula asked Tyler VanderValk to speak about the application, Mr. Barbula confirmed that the Engineer was an integral part of the design of the site plan and oversaw the site plan in its final configuration. The plan that is shown on the easel is the one submitted to the Board. Mr. VanderValk indicated some items may be the same from previous submittal but it is from scratch.  The property is in the R-4 Residential Zone approximately 21 acres and it is an irregular shaped lot. From Snake Den Road moving westerly is the “stem” portion of the lot and continuing westerly opens into the larger portion which is undeveloped. The offset is 85.6 feet, it has an in ground pool in the rear yard a driveway which comes up the southerly side of the house, stopping and then to the attached garage and moves down grade to a pond and then opens up into a large undeveloped wooded area at the extreme rear of the property. The project proposes an addition off the northerly side of the existing home, facing the house from Snake Den Road it is the right side opposite the driveway side, the addition is approximate 46.5 feet X 32. 5 feet, it is not an exact rectangle; this is a reduction in size from the previous plan submitted 48 x 37.5 feet. There is an increase in the setbacks and a reduction in the variance required from what was posted.  The side yard had been 17.2 feet 22 foot set back, which was less than proposed.  The front yard setback was previously 71.5 feet it is not 72.7 feet.  The foot print of the addition is 1416 square feet. Prior to the applicant’s ownership to the property, a structure was built and the Township ordered it to be removed. The foundation is still there and a gravel path which shows on the plan, the proposed addition has the same side yard setback as the foundation. The previous plan was beyond that, it will be pulled back on the new proposal, Mr. Barbarula confirmed that no woods or other areas will be disturbed, they are utilizing the previously disturbed area. Mr. Barbarula asked what the topography is like in the area and why the driveway would be an acceptable solution.  The engineer indicated that where the addition lies was prepared for a structure so the topography works there for an addition. If you move from the face of the addition, easterly side toward Snake Den Road you can see the slope, if compared to the driveway, there is a significant difference in slope, that crosses 6 feet over the distance, it is not an ideal location. It could be about 10% slope and there is no place for a turnaround so you would have to back out to the street. Mr. Barbarula indicated there is no change to the trees, the disturbance is reduced because they are using the prior disturbed area.  21 acres, more than conforming, there is an existing non-conforming lot frontage and lot width, that is critical for the need for the side yard variance. The stem portion is thinner than permitted, existing side yard setback nonconformities with the current home and front yard, building coverage and lot depth are compliant, they are not expanding on any of the accessory structures.  The asterisk marked variances in the table are existing nonconformities that they are not changing; the two variances required are front yard and the northerly side yard. Mr. Barbarula confirmed that they were made better from the previous presentation. Mr. Barbarula asked if there was anything else he wanted to comment on and the engineer indicated that they were installing seepage pits to offset the increase in runoff as part of the development and it should handle the increased flow, and there is plenty of land to offset any runoff they will control.  The engineer indicated that any addition in the front would further encroach the setback, there is an in ground pool and septic system in the rear. The opposite side would create additional side yard variance and it would cut off access to the garage, this site is the most logical place.  The engineer indicated that one of the hardships is the developable part of this large lot is close to Snake Den Road and due to the R-4 Zoning, they have 60 foot side yard setback requirements. The lot width is only approximately 200 feet, so that only leaves about 80 feet.  The existing home takes up the entirety of that and they cannot move to the rear to stay in the building envelope.  The lot width is restricting them, an existing nonconformity. 
Mr. VanderValk indicated with regard to detriments to the application, there is a small street to the east that is perpendicular to the property with some homes, to the north, lot 28 a prior witness, that home is approximately 600 feet further west to the rear of this proposal.  An aerial photo was submitted, it was from Bing Maps, it is being shown to the Board.  The property to the north is lot 28 from Snake Den it is the property to the right, the fence line is lined with evergreens and there is nothing else, it is well hidden from the neighbors. The property across the street, lot 1.03, they have a pen for animals and that separates them from the street there are also a lot of trees.  There is no significant detriment with the development. There is no adverse engineering to either property described. 

Mr. Brady asked about the Health Department memo about bedrooms, the engineer indicated the proposal is for 3 bedrooms and presently there are 3 bedrooms. The existing septic system will continue to serve the 3 bedroom home. There is a bedroom that will be converted to a wine cellar and walk in pantry, there is a boiler in the closet of that room. Any Board approvals will be contingent on the Health Department approval. Mr. Brady asked if there were any other questions of Board Members. 
Mr. Brady opened the application to the public.

Motion by Michael Gerst after seeing nobody for or against the application moved to close the public portion.

Second by Matthew Conlon

All in favor to close the public portion

Opposed none

Mr. Barbarula summed up the application and explained the large lot, with an existing home that will utilize a present foundation, is a 3 bedroom home and will remain 3 bedrooms. Relatives can live with her, as she gets older she can move to the first floor. They lessened the variances from the previous presentation. The one person adversely affected indicated he had no problem with the application; the exceptional narrowness creates the need for the variance. The fact that the dwelling was built so close to Snake Den Road, nobody wanted to be in the middle of 21 acres and most rural areas have that and built closer to the road. That creates the preexisting nonconforming front yard variance, it is lessened by a little and they lessened the side yard variance. Mr. Barbarula indicated that he believes the Board has the sufficient information under the Land Use Act to say that this is an appropriate deviation and should be an adjustment that the Board makes. It has no significant detriments, the positive effect allows that they will be integrated together in the home and allows utilization of previously disturbed property and allows a long term solution for the applicant and her family and accomplishes all the things she wants to. He thanked the Board.
Mr. Brady thanked the members of the public and congratulated Miss Killi on her tenacity staying on this and appreciates the team she brought with her to adjust the huge issues from the first meeting.  He asked the Board for any comment.  Mr. McQuaid indicated he appreciated Mr. Drew bringing up the apartment and he indicated that it is good to be able to trust our people to keep an eye on things. He appreciated it.  

Motion by Arthur McQuaid to approve Lisa Killi, Bulk Variance ZB06-15-05; Block 11101; Lot 29, 459 Snake Den Road; R-4 Zone.  Mr. McQuaid indicated it has been demonstrated by Ms. Killi’s experts the reasons why the addition needs to be placed on that particular side of the property, if on the front there would have been more valuable space lost, they are utilizing already disturbed land and it was illegally disturbed, there is a septic system and a pool in the backyard, if moved to the other side they would lose the driveway and the ability to reach the garage which is in the back.  It is in the R-4 Zone and requires 60 foot side yard and that was lost because of the narrowness of the property, demonstrated that it is already beyond with the existing home. For those reasons he will vote yes to approve.
Second Michael  Gerst.

Mr. Castronova asked if a deed restriction stipulating that there cannot be an apartment be added.  Mr. Barbarula indicated that his client does not care. Mr. Glatt indicated that Mr. Barbarula will prepare a deed with a restriction that it remains a one family and then it would be recorded.  They will record the resolution instead.  

Mr. McQuaid and Mr. Gerst amended their motion and second to include the stipulation.

Board of Health will need to be satisfied.

Roll Call Vote:

Yes:
Russell Curving, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, Matthew Conlon, Steven Castronova, Robert Brady

No:
none

Mr. Barbarula indicated his thanks to the Board and indicated that he agrees it is Mr. Drew’s job and Nordan Murphy’s job to be gatekeepers and to put people to the test.  Mr. Glatt asked if he would advise his client about the appeal period.

There was a motion and a second to take a break at 8:51. 

All in favor to take a break

Returned from break at 9:05

PHILADELPHIA CHURCH MINISTRIES

USE&BULK VAR&PREL & FINAL SITE PLAN ZB07-13-07

Block 15901; 16

145 Oakridge Road; CC Zone

SEEKING: One year extension of the Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval, or until or April 22, 2017 for the construction of an addition to the church.

Mr. Glatt swore in Steven J. Wolosin, Pastor of Philadelphia Church, 145 Oak Ridge Road, Oak Ridge, NJ. He is asking for an extension of the variances and site plan. They are requesting a one year extension until April 22, 2017. 

Motion by Steven Castronova to approve the request for a time extension

Second by Matthew Conlon

Roll Call Vote:

Yes:
Russell Curving, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, Matthew Conlon, Steven  Castronova, Robert Brady

No:
none

NEW APPLICATIONS

JOSEPH CHAPMAN







BULK VARIANCE #ZB09-15-09




Block 7701; Lot 15

975 Union Valley Road, R-1

Bulk variance relief requested for maximum building coverage where 800 square feet is allowed and 1600 square feet is requested for the construction of a 1600 square foot pole barn.
The Board Attorney swore in Joseph Chapman, 975 Union Valley Road,  West Milford, NJ and  George Gloede Licensed Professional Engineer, PO Box 449, Oak Ridge, NJ, site engineer and professional planner has been licensed since 1986 and has qualified before this and other boards as a qualified witness.  

Mr. Chapman was speaking first and if there are engineering questions he will speak.  Mr. Chapman indicated that his need for the variance was because he has an RV, a boat, 2 kids with ATV’s and toys and all kinds of toys that would not fit in a 800 sf building. He indicated he needed more size and height, around the property he counted 5 pole barns that were larger than 800 sf in his neighborhood. It should not stand out it should be acceptable in the area.  Mr. Glatt asked about the shape and topography of the property and he indicated it was a narrow property; property depth is 600-700 feet deep and half way from the front of the road to the back of the property. He is looking to center it behind the house and it probably would not be visible from the road. There is no set back issued because it will be located in the middle of the yard. It is a gradual hill from Union Valley Road, from the pole barn back would be a wooded area and there are no homes near the area. One neighbor may have visibility, the structure would be a steel building with wooden poles, which is standard for most pole barns in the area. There will be no water to it, no plumbing, he would like to have electric for light, he would like a concrete floor and gravel driveway getting up to it.  There is nothing there now just a flat area.  There was always a gravel way heading to that area, he indicated that maybe the previous owner used it for storage.  The proposed site is the best place to put it because it is level and there was already access to it, it was flat dirt and grass.  There are tire ruts, not a lot of traffic except when it is summer time.  There is a wood storage with poles and a wood roof to store wood on the property.  The area is pretty level already.  Mr. Glatt asked about specific lots and whether they have pole barns. The applicant indicated that the one directly behind his house has a pole barn about twice what he is asking for.  The one to the right of his property has a small garage separate from the home. The one next to that is Bethel Ranch and they have a few large buildings.  A Board member asked the height at the highest point, it is 16 on the inside and at the peak of the roof Mr. Drew indicated is 24 feet.  Mr. Glatt asked why it was the height and the applicant indicated that his RV is 13 foot high and to accommodate a 14 foot door it needs space so the garage door can roll up. If he had a different type of door he may be able to lower the height if it was like a barn door that swings out, it might be about 2 feet lower.  Mr. Glatt confirmed that it was 40 X 40, the RV is about 32 feet long and about 8 feet wide.  The boat and trailer would be about the same and then that would leave one section of the garage for the kids ATV’s and dirt bikes.  There would be a metal roof on top.  It was suggested that the steeper slope on the roof would allow snow to slide off of the metal roof.  There is a seepage pit proposed to collect any runoff. Mr. Drew asked if the front of the barn will face the front and the peak will be away from the side property line.  A member asked about the grading along the rear of the garage since it would be steel. It looks like it will be cutting into the slope, is there thought about regrading so water does not come up against the building, or will they build up concrete in back where the runoff would be coming into the garage.  Mr. Chapman indicated he believes there will be a space and if the grade needs to be changed then it is not a problem.  They had to keep the 20 foot distance from the other covered structure.  It was the least impact for grading tucking it in where they proposed it.  It is 3, 10 foot doors and 14 feet height. A member confirmed that it is twice the size allowed by ordinance.  Mr. Chapman was asked if he considered reducing the garage size since a typical 2 car garage was 20 X 20, it is almost a six car garage since he doubled the depth and added a third bay.  Mr. Chapman indicated that he thought about it and doing it smaller because of the expense of it and going through the variance process but it would not work out with the size of the RV and the boat.  He indicated that he received tickets for having vehicles in the yard because they would not fit in a 20 X 20 garage. He wants to go through the process so it is done correctly and so he will have adequate space for the vehicles. He has two kids and each has a dirt bike and a quad and his vehicle, there is not much space for that.  He has no construction vehicles, lawn mower ride on tractor with attachments, trailer,  snow blower, everything will be kept inside the garage. Everything sits outside, every year batteries get replaced for the quads, it is a mess there’s rust on the RV. There is no way the stuff would fit in a regular garage.  A Board Member indicated he can clean up the property and Mr. Chapman indicated that he would that is a goal to make it better, less maintenance for him, better for the community.  A Board Member asked if he had a garage and the applicant indicated he had a two car garage that is attached to the house. He has an old muscle car in the garage so his daily vehicle is in the driveway.  

Mr. Drew asked about the tickets for having vehicles in the yard and wanted to know who issued the tickets and what it was for.  Mr. Chapman indicated it was Mr. Lupo and that it was for having a car parked that was not used on a daily basis.  He was in court 2 weeks before.  Mr. Drew wanted to know about the covered storage area on the plan and the applicant indicated he stored firewood in there.  It is open all the way around its about 7 feet tall and holds wood and a splitter, it is on gravel and there is no concrete. 
Mr. Brady asked if there were any other questions of the Board or the Professionals. The Board Attorney asked Mr. Gloede in the capacity as a Planner to give planning reasons why the Boar should grant it. Mr. Glatt indicated that he understands why he wants it but an applicant has to try to ameliorate or reduce potential variances if he can.  There are some topography issues and there are other properties that have this type of pole barn.  Mr. Glatt indicated that he understands why he wants it but why should the Board allow him to build something that is twice the size of what is permitted it is not a slight deviation.  Mr. Gloede indicated that a hardship is that when he parks his cars he gets a ticket. They meet the setback requirements from the road and other structures.  The only thing they are asking for is the size of the structure itself. It is a pole barn, a metal structure, economically more feasible than building a frame or masonry structure on the property and there are other pole barns of similar size and larger within close proximity, he indicated he feels those reasons should allow them to grant a variance. He does not see any detriment and the benefit is he is cleaning up the property and putting the vehicles that were outside into the structure.  

Mr. Brady asked about the people near him with such large buildings and he indicated there was.  The property against his is at least 60 X 40 maybe larger, 3 or 4 houses away there is one the same size and Bethel Ranch which is two buildings away has two large buildings and Mr. McQuaid commented that it is a 15 acre property. Mr. Chapman indicated his was two acres and the structure would be approximately 350- 400 feet off the road. He is centered front to back but not side to side. The applicant supplied pictures and they were marked into evidence as A-1 – A-4.  Mr. Chapman was asked how often they have to move the vehicle to not get a ticket.  Mr. McQuaid asked how man vehicles are on the property and  it is approximately 11 driving vehicles.  

A-1 is adjacent to #19 which is up Stephens Road and there are 3 barns but the property is larger.  #11 & 12 are Bethel Ranch.  A-2 is Stephens Road.  Mr. Glatt asked if there were any on the lots that were closer to his lot size.  There was some discussion but nothing about those lots. A Board Member asked if the applicant saw the Environmental Commission Memo about lighting and if there was electric it would only be inside the building.

Mr. Brady opened the application to the public.

Seeing nobody for or against Michael Gerst made a motion to close the public portion.

Matthew Conlon seconded

All in favor to close the public portion.

A Board Member was confused by the ticket portion. It may be an eyesore to his neighbors.  Other Board Members were in agreement and could not understand.  Mr. Glatt indicated that the Board needs to vote based on zoning reasons, health reasons, esthetically  pleasing, cleaning up the property.  

Mr. Gerst indicated it would clean the neighborhood, get the cars off the road, and it would benefit him because he should not get any more tickets. 

Motion by Arthur McQuaid to approve bulk variance # ZB09-15-09, Bl. 7701; Lot 15, 975 Union Valley Road, R-1 Zone.  Mr. McQuaid indicated that it is a 1.9 acre property and it is long and narrow about 137 feet. It has a gradual up slope in the property coming from Union Valley Road going toward the rear. He is proposing to put the building up between his house and the rear of the property, also for esthetic purposes, several vehicles, recreational vehicles, a trailer, boat off road vehicles, cars and the applicant through testimony indicated that by allowing the building he will be able to clean up his yard, store the equipment and toys and vehicles all inside and out of sight and making it much nicer for the neighbors to view and for himself also.

Second by Michael Gerst 
The motion and second were amended,  there is evidence of other large structures in the area and there may be electric but no plumbing inside. Mr. Castronova indicated he went to the site and it is tucked back. There are no objectors present at the meeting, the Health Department-seepage pits only for run off and Environmental Commission with regard to the exterior lighting will be included. Mr. Glatt indicated that the approval is conditional upon approval from other departments. 
Roll Call Vote:

Yes:
Yes:
Russell Curving, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, Matthew Conlon, Steven Castronova

No:
Robert Brady

Mr. Glatt indicated that there will be a resolution at the next meeting and 45 days from the advertisement of the Notice of Decision will be the appeal period. Someone could appeal it during that time. Should wait the full 45 days.
Motion by Frank Curcio to approve Stephen Glatt’s invoices 

Second by Matthew Conlon
All in favor to approve 

Motion by Matthew Conlon to adjourn the meeting

Second by Steven Castronova
All in favor to adjourn

Meeting adjourned at 9:48
Adopted: April 26, 2016






Respectfully submitted by,







________________________







Denyse L. Todd, Secretary










Zoning Board of Adjustment

