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MINUTES

Of the Township of West Milford




          ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

September 23, 2014

 Regular Meeting 

Robert Brady, Board Chairman, opened the Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment at 7:44 p.m.  The Board Secretary read the Legal Notice. The Chairman asked all in attendance to recite the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Pledge

The Chairman opened the meeting. There is a 7 member Board for this application.  The Chairman explained about the Board of Adjustment, meeting dates are published in the Herald News, the Open Public Meetings Act of the State of New Jersey; appeals go to the Superior Court of the State of New Jersey.  He introduced the Board Attorney. The meeting follows a printed agenda, which is on file in the Clerk’s office and posted on the bulletin board. If needed a break will be taken at approximately 9:00.  There are no new applications after 10:30, no new testimony after 11:00. The applicant explains the application first then anyone speaking for or against the application is given the opportunity to do so on a case-by-case basis. 

Roll Call

Present:  
Russel Curving, Steven Castronova, James Olivo, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid Michael Gerst, Michael Siesta, Clint Space, Robert Brady 

Also Present: 
Stephen Glatt, Board Attorney, William H. Drew, Board Planner, Michael Cristaldi, Board Engineer, Denyse Todd, Board Secretary

Absent: 
none 

JOHN P. CLARKE, II

RESOLUTION NO. 9-2014






BULK VARIANCE ZB05-14-05





Block 10301; Lot 5

147 Maple Road; R-4

Motion by Steven Castronova to memorialize Resolution No. 9-2014

Second by Michael Gerst

Roll Call Vote:

Yes:
Russell Curving, Steven Castronova, Michael Gerst, Michael Siesta and Robert Brady

No:
none

MICHAEL AND SHANNON KIMAK

RESOLUTION NO. 10-2014




BULK VARIANCE ZB06-14-09 





Block 5403; Lot 2

6 Pontiac Ct.; R-1 Zone

Motion by Steven Castronova to memorialize Resolution No. 10-2014

Second by Frank Curcio

Roll Call Vote:

Yes:
Russell Curving, Steven Castronova, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, Michael Siesta and Robert Brady

No:
none

CARRIED APPLICATIONS

DAVID & LUCRECIA KNEPPEL





APPEAL # ZB04-14-03






USE VARIANCE # ZB05-14-08

Block 12306; Lot 3

10 Crescent Road; LR Zone

Appeal application for denial of Zoning Permit for a multi family dwelling, the proposal was denied the use is not allowed in the zone, applicant’s documents indicate it is a pre-existing non-conforming use. Use variance approval requested for 2 dwellings on one lot intending for the property to have a 2 family use.

Mr. Brady asked Mr. Siesta to move up to the dias and for Mr. Olivo to sit back, he was not present for the first meeting of the application.  Mr. Glatt indicated to Mr. LaSala that it was left last month where he had asked for the matter to be adjourned for research and in addition, Mr. LaSala was questioning the Zoning Official, Jim Lupo and requested if there was documentation that supported some of his testimony that it would be available for this evening. Mr. Glatt recalled Mr. Lupo for additional questioning, and is still under oath and previously sworn in.  Mr. Glatt indicated that during his cross examination the previous month, he had asked Mr. Lupo several questions regarding other properties wherein he testified that buildings and other items had to be demolished as a result of not complying.  Mr. Lupo had the documentation, B-10. Mr. Lupo indicated that B-10 was basically the same scenario, a garage, spare building was converted into an apartment at 1917 Macopin Road, it was referred to as Unit D this was in 2014. They applied for the meters for the apartment and it was illegal and had to remove the meters, obtain a demolition permit, which all approvals and certificates were issued because it was removed. Mr. Glatt indicated that it was marked as 1-8-14 and Mr. Lupo indicated that was correct.  Mr. Glatt confirmed that they were required to remove the items, which would be to demolish the living space in the garage.  Mr. Glatt asked Mr. Lupo if this was equivalent to what was occurring in the application before the Board and Mr. Lupo indicated that was correct. 

Mr. LaSala asked Mr. Lupo if the owner was  a bank and he indicated it was. Mr. LaSala asked if the bank foreclosed on the owner who converted the garage and the other room.  Mr. Lupo indicated that it was done prior to the request to change the electrical service.  It was not something that existed in the 1970’s nor was it purchased that way from a prior owner, Mr. Lupo indicated no and not to his knowledge.  Mr. LaSala and Mr. Glatt indicated that they had no further questions. 

Mr. Brady opened the meeting to the public, seeing nobody for or against the application Mr. Gerst moved to close the public portion and Mr. McQuaid second.

Mr. Glatt indicated that he had concern whether or not ultra vires might come into effect with this application. Mr. Glatt indicated that the applicant is asking the Board to permit them to convert or rehab the existing second building on the property and their contention is that they bought it from a third party who did whatever they did over a long period of time. They entered various documents into evidence from various departments in the Township, Tax Department indicating that the property was taxed as if it were two separate buildings. Mr. Glatt indicated he was concerned whether the fact that this Board as a Zoning Board would be bound by determinations by other administrative offices in the Township and therefore we would be estopped from making any determination that his client does not have the right to his subdivision. Mr. Glatt indicated that he looked at other cases and it is up to the Board, there are records that at different times, property was taxed as two different buildings and the question is and Mr. Lupo’s testimony where he was not aware that documentation existed where there were two separate dwellings on one principal lot . It is up to the Board to make a determination, if we are estopped, meaning that the Board has to accept the argument of the applicant, just as if it was a continued certificate of occupancy, or in fact just because people over a long period of time made notations on documentation in the Town that the Zoning Officer is incorrect when he makes a zoning determination and it is in violation of the Zoning Ordinance.  The Board will need to make a zoning determination if the applicant has presented what is considered an equitable argument that in turn they can accept as a zoning argument to grant the variances that the applicant is requesting. 

Mr. Drew indicated that the applicant wanted the appeal of the Zoning Officer’s decision followed by the use variance request.  He indicated that what is being requested is the use variance, Mr. LaSala is not pursuing the appeal.  Mr. Glatt indicated that it is an equitable argument and Mr. LaSala will enforce that his client bought it from a previous owner who did this and his client is basically the innocent party at this point.  Mr. Brady asked if anyone had any questions. 

Mr. LaSala indicated that what Mr. Glatt indicated this is an equitable argument there is a situation that is distinct from anything Mr. Lupo testified about.  There is a buyer who went to a real estate broker who is familiar with the area and they advertised it as a legal two family. He checked with the Town but not the Zoning Officer, he checked with the Tax Assessor’s office and produced the documentation, after the purchase was completed, he then applied to the Health Department and received approvals and permits for the installation of two separate septic systems to service the two separate buildings on the lot and that reinforced the expectation. It has been over a year in this process has sunk significant time, money, sweat and effort into the project and has been stalled on the matter since. It is not anyone’s fault but he is asking that the Board consider it is not his client’s fault. He did what he was supposed to do, unfortunately did not have a discussion with the Zoning Officer or he would have never bought it in the first place. They are asking for the ability to rehab the buildings in the manner that he purchased them so they are up to current code. If the Board grants the approval it has the right to impose reasonable conditions which would be to bring it to current building code.  He indicated that he was imploring the Board to look at the couple who did not create the problem and trying to fix the problem and rehab the buildings rather than end up in litigation with the former owners, the realtor and anyone else because as Mr. Glatt indicated there are other sources of being made whole by suing for damages.  They are not trying to do that, they have a dream of retiring to this house and a dream of having their premises maintained by the people who are living in the other building. If the Board wants to consider it a mother/daughter situation, they are willing to do that. The want to have the two separate buildings, they think a two family is appropriate because that is how it was advertised and how they researched it and apparently how it was taxed.  Is the applicant allowed to rely on the information from the tax office, he feels it is yes. It does not bind Mr. Lupo, does it bind the Board, they have to decide, hopefully in Mr. Kneppel’s favor.  Mr. Brady asked if there were any questions.

Mr. McQuaid indicated that Mr. Lupo did a credible job and he is glad they do not have to vote on that and would side with Mr. Lupo on his denial. However, there is some credible testimony given in this case and he does not see any neighbors present to object to a use that has been ongoing for better than 35 years. 

MOTION BY ARTHUR MCQUAID to approve ZB05-14-08 for Block 12306; Lot 3, 10 Crescent Road, LR Zone. Testimony shown, various agencies in the Township made it apparent whether by error or not, it is apparent that they have allowed it to be used as two separate homes on that same lot, there is a gentleman who wanted to improve that property with new electric, new septics and new siding. Everything being done is to improve the property and the neighbors will be happy. 

SECOND BY MICHAEL GERST

Mr. Glatt indicated that Mr. McQuaid put his explanation and certain zoning reasons on the record, if there is anybody who is against the application he needs the member to verbalize the reason why, he needs the fact finding if it is going to be denied. 

Roll Call Vote:


    Yes:  Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst (with condition of building being brought up to code)

    No:  Russel Curving, He truly does not believe that the applicant will move up here to retire, somebody does not move here to retire to a smaller house, what is to stop people from doing this all of the time, he does not feel it is right.


Steven Castronova, As far as he is concerned, it was clearly a garage and slowly converted and there were no permits for any of the major work, he saw a permit for siding and removal of a garage door. There were not electrical, plumbing or structural permits taken out and he is uncomfortable with the building.


Michael Siesta, basically for the same reasons as Mr. Castronova, it is obvious it was a garage, in the papers they reviewed there was back and forth whether two family or one family, until it was caught by the parties to say it was not allowed. There are other recourses and should not go against the Town Ordinances when there are other areas of recourse.


Robert Brady, indicated that he can appreciate the situation the applicant is in and has been on the Zoning Board for 24 years and has seen several of these applications and some have more of a hardship and some have less but the issue is they would be going against an ordinance that was designed to prevent multi-families on one property. Approval by the Health Department for septic field is not necessarily an approval for Zoning. Their job is to interpret the Zoning Law and make the appropriate call with the evidence that was given to them.

    Abstain: Frank Curcio

Mr. Glatt indicated that the resolution should be available for the October Meeting and that the Use Variance has been denied.

JENNIFER HUBINGER







BULK VARIANCE ZB05-14-04





Block 13101; Lot 13

308 High Crest Dr.; LR Zone
Mr. Brady asked the audience if anyone was present for application ZB05-14-04, Jennifer Hubinger, that application will be pulled from the agenda, it will be dismissed, the applicant contacted the secretary requesting a withdrawal but no written request was received. Mr. Glatt indicated that the application could be carried or dismissed without prejudice for lack of prosecution and they could come back if they decided they wanted to do it.

MOTION BY STEVEN CASTRONOVA to dismiss the application without prejudice. 

SECOND BY RUSSELL CURVING

Roll Call Vote:

Yes:  Russell Curving, Steven Castronova, James Olivo, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, and Robert Brady



No:   none

OAK RIDGE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH





USE & BULK VARIANCE ZB2-14-01



 
Block 16201; 39

321 Oak Ridge Rd.; R-4

Subdivision approval requested to subdivide the church building from the residence, use variance approval; the standards of conditional use are not met and bulk variance approval requested for lot size where 4 acres is required 4.36 acres is existing and 2.36 acres are proposed; front yard set back 125 feet is required, 50 feet is existing and 50 feet is proposed and side yard set back where 60 feet is required 308 feet is existing and 35 feet is proposed.

Robert A. Jones from Hunziker, Jones & Sweeney spoke on behalf of Oak Ridge Presbyterian Church. There are 3 people who will speak about the application, a former trustee representing the church to explain what the application is all about, the surveyor who drew the plans and a planner who will explain the variances.

Joseph F. Riggs, 350A Dover Milton Road, Oak Ridge, NJ, indicated he is a former President of the Oak Ridge Church Board of Trustees, a past elder, active in the church for many years and has some real estate experience and was asked for his assistance with this application. Mr. Glatt asked the attorney to mark photographs and exhibits in order A-1,A-2,A-3,…The church is located near the Jefferson boarder and has residents from West Milford as well as Jefferson Township in the congregation, the Church has been around since 1819.  Photo A-1 is the sanctuary and cemetery; Mr. Riggs gave a little information on the history. A-2 is the parish house, which is across the street from the sanctuary that houses various activities. Photo 3 is the Church Manse, which is the home that is given to the minister. In some faiths the minister receives housing and gets paid, they are only separating the manse from the rest of the property. They are not creating additional lots except the one that is being created so the manse can have its own lot. Mr. Riggs explained why and indicated that many ministers over the years have looked back and commented that they wish they owned a home, gathered equity, and had wealth creation. When they lived in the church manse, they did not get to do that.  When they retired they had to hope they had enough in savings to purchase at that time.  The minister that was at the church for a number of years, decided he wanted to move from the manse and he moved to a town home in Sparta, and when he did that they had to provide a housing allowance or provide housing. It is up to the minister, which he wants to do.  They either wanted to sell it, rent it or provide the housing for another minister in the future. At some point within the next 6 to 18 months they will have a new minister and will find out what type of housing they would want.  They will decide what to do depending on his or her needs but indicated that right now the subdivision makes sense. It does not change the use in any way, they spoke with some neighbors and explained what was going on with the application.  Photograph No. 4 is a picture of the street where the manse is located it’s a wooded street and a ¼ mile down the street there is a small neighborhood that has existed there for about 45 or 50 years. The sanctuary goes back to the 1800’s, the mini parish house has been around since approximately 1940s or 1950s. The parish house to the left was built in the late 50’s early 60s when there was a lot of growth in the church with dinners and Sunday School and the manse was built generally around the same time. There is a house across the street from where the parish house is located today and that was the old manse and they sold it years ago.  

David Dixon, Licensed Land Surveyor, 1005 Scenic Drive, Oak Ridge, Licensed in NJ and NY since 1981, in practice with engineering and surveying firms, currently employed by Omland Engineering who prepared the plans, for 15 years. Former President, Professional Land Surveyors of New Jersey, most work is boundary, subdivisions, residential and commercial development, and retail development. He has never testified before this Board but has in other Towns for the Planning Board. The credentials were accepted. 

Mr. Jones asked Mr. Dixon how he came about drawing the line separating the house parcel from the community center and what land features dictated that. Mr. Dixon indicated that the original property is a little over 4 acres and is the largest lot in the area. This lot was a remainder of when the Riverview Road subdivision was created, the land was purchased by the Trustees of the Oak Ridge Presbyterian Church in 1830 in 1962 the rear portion was sold which is now Riverview and Scenic Drive Subdivision, the original parish house which faces Oak Ridge Road was built in the 1940’s it was added onto in the 60’s. The manse is a 2 story Cape Cod style house 4 bedrooms, it has its own septic system and well as does the parish house. The subdivision because of the zoning would be non-conforming no matter what. The line was set to provide the 300-foot frontage for the new line and creating a reasonable side yard setback for the existing manse building is the edge of the current improved area of the manse. By having the line there all facilities are on the existing lot the driveway remains and the wooded area remains. There are no anticipated improvements to either building; it is to create the residential lot. All utilities are independent, both are oil heat and have there own tank, they have there own septic, well and electrical service. Mr. Glatt asked the difference between the 2 lots versus the surrounding lots and Mr. Dixon indicated that these are approximately 2 to 2 ½ times the lot size, the neighborhood lots are about an acre maybe a little less and these lots will be a little more than 2 acres each. Mr. Brady asked for the locations of the septic systems on the lots and Mr. Dixon indicated that the parish house lot which fronts Oak Ridge Road the septic system is located in the southwest, the well is just off the driveway to the left of the property. The manse well is located to the right rear of the existing lot as you look at it and the septic system is off the driveway on the left rear portion of the driveway. Mr. Castronova asked for the distance between the well and septic area and Mr. Dixon indicated that without digging up the septic system he does not have the location of the distribution box. Mr. Castronova mentioned the Health Department memo that requires the usage amount for both properties.  Mr. Dixon indicated that he will do further investigation in order to get physical structures that can be done. The sewer usage shall be given when he consults with an engineer.  Mr. Glatt confirmed that the applicant received the County letter and it was and also Mr. Glatt indicated that the applicant will need to get approval from Health. 

Kenneth Ochab was sworn in by the Board Attorney, 1216 Fairlawn Ave., Fairlawn, NJ, Professional Planner, License No. 2149, he was the former Township Planner for West Milford. 29 years experience, worked for Bergen County for 10 years, West Milford for 5 years, Meadowlands Commission for 5 years, since 1986 has had his own consulting firm, been before this Board for numerous applications before the Highland’s Act. His credentials were accepted. 

Mr. Jones asked Mr. Ochab to describe the variances being requested and provide positive and negative criteria explaining why the variances should be granted. Mr. Ochab indicated that the property is in the R-4 Zone, churches are permitted conditional uses in the Zone because of the limitations of the building locations  when the subdivision line was drawn 3 conditional use variances and 2 bulk variances related to the single family home. The conditional use variances created included lot size where 3 acres is required for churches 2.5 acres is requested, lot depth required 500 feet and they are providing 313 feet and a lot coverage variance 8% and they are at 8.6%. The conditional use variances are governed by a different set of criteria based on the Coventry vs Westwood Case. In that instance the Court decided that because a use is permitted and because some deviations were created as a result of an application do not need to go through the use variance as if it were a prohibited use. The criteria involves looking at the application and determining whether the site can accommodate any problems that result from deviations from the conditional use criteria. Also, they focus on the impact, whether it impacts the surrounding area as a result of the deviations. With the three they are referring to lot size, depth and coverage they are limited with the size of the tract and there are 2 buildings on the tract.  The lot line was drawn where it was thought to be most appropriate giving sufficient lot depth for the Church to have a suitable land area for the education building, they are ½ acre short, 313 feet of depth where 500 is required, they are using the first half of the lot as you come off of Oak Ridge Road, the back half as you go down Riverview it is basically wooded as it slopes downward toward the river. There is no planned activity there they have not discussed any new activity or construction and will act as open space. There is no increase in building size, the variance is a result of where the subdivision line was drawn. The bulk variances in the R-4 Zone requires 4 acres and they have 2 ½ acres they have sufficient front yard, side yard on the river side and rear yard the other side yard has 35 feet where 60 feet is required and that is the side the Church is on and they will only be affecting themselves. The surrounding area lot sizes on Riverview and Oak Ridge Road the largest is on Oak Ridge Road and it is 1.2 acres down Riverview the lot sizes range from 0.4 to 0.9 acres and there are one or two lots that are an acre in size. They are about 2 times to 2 ½ times the size of the average size on Riverview. Since there is no new construction proposed he does not foresee any particular problems associated with granting the variances on the conditional use size, the site works today and will continue to work physically and visually what is there today you will see when the subdivision is created. All the subdivision does is create an imaginary line, which separates the two buildings on the property. The end result of that is the church building will remain associated with the church but allows the residential lot to be sold off if that is what they choose to do in which it will leave the tax exemption status and will return to being taxable property. The impact to the neighborhood would be negligible; there would be no impact on the zoning ordinance because the uses exist, they are permitted in the R-4 Zone. The intent is to have each building on a separate lot and allow the church to consider its options with respect to the status of the house. 

Mr. McQuaid asked if it was presently two principal uses on one lot and Mr. Ochab indicated that they are not two principal uses on one lot because under the conditional use ordinance, the manse or the house is considered an accessory use but once the subdivision is created there will be a principal use on each lot.

The Board Chairman thanked Mr. Ochab. Mr. Jones indicated that that sums up the application.

The Board Chairman opened the meeting to the public. 

Michael Gerst seeing nobody for or against moved to close the public portion.

Arthur McQuaid second

Mr. Jones indicated that the professionals presenting the application summed it up but indicated that what was being created was a line separating 2 structures that the proposed lots exceed those in the neighborhood and the impact of this is negligible if at all. It gives the church the option to deal with the manse in a future time. It makes sense for the church whether they sell it or use it for the church in the future or rent it he does not see it impacting the neighbors negatively. He sees no reason not to grant the subdivision. 

MOTION BY STEVEN CASTRONOVA approve the subdivision, it is clearly stated that it is bigger than most of the lots in the area, it will not change anything, subject to County of Passaic approval and supply the Board of Health with requested documents.

SECOND BY JAMES OLIVO

Roll Call Vote:

Yes:  Russell Curving, Steven Castronova, James Olivo, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, and Robert Brady



No:   none

Motion by Steven Castronova to take a break at 8:56

Second by Russell Curving

All in favor to take a break

Return from break at 9:16

Mr. Siesta left the meeting during the break, he was ill.

FREDERICK’S FUEL & HEATING SERVICE


Complete:   7/25/14

USE & BULK VARIANCE ZB10-13-09



Deadline:  11/22/14

Block 16001; Lot 6

Route 23, HC Zone

Use variance requested for distance between billboards required is ¼ mile proposed is approx 135 feet. Bulk variances requested lot area, 1 acre required, .43 acres existing and proposed. Lot frontage 150 feet required

and 145.15 feet is existing and proposed. Lot depth 150 feet is required and 116.73 is proposed and existing.

John Barbarula of John Barbarula Law Offices, 1242 Route 23 North, appearing on behalf of the applicant. Mr. Barbarula indicated that there was a Frederick’s Fuel facility on this property. Once removed there were a number of applications and presently there is a fully compliant billboard sign on one end of the property. The proposal is a maximum development of two signs to add a sign on the property.  The restriction is in the ordinance that you cannot have 2 signs within ¼ mile of each other. Mr. Janis of Butler Sign will be testifying as to sign development and location and Mr. Fredericks will testify about the property.  The variances are pre-existing non-conformities. It is a section of Route 23 where it is separated by an island. The Department of Transportation created that situation creating the island made the Fredericks property two lots. It is really a bulk situation that is classified as a use. They cannot make any ascertations as to whether or not the sign is an approved sign and does not meet the current ordinances because it is closer to the road and there are other signs combined with it. They are looking to do nothing else with the property but to mirror the billboard on the opposite end of the property. 

Mark Fredericks 71 Green Terrace Way, West Milford, he and his wife own Frederick’s Fuel Oil Company in Oak Ridge. Mr. Barbarula asked Mr. Fredericks questions and was answered he and his wife have owned Frederick’s Fuel Since the 1970’s, there was an oil depot on Route 23 and went toward Grove Street. At one time this property went toward Grove Street. At one point during their ownership, Route 23 expanded and separated the Grove Street property from this property. The Board of Health had not received the close out paperwork with regard to tanks. Mr. Frederick indicated that it was an oil company and they purchased the property about 50 years ago. They would unload oil on Route 23 and it would be gravity fed to an oil truck loading dock on Grove Street. They have since sold that property and the Board of Health thought this was the property with wells and they have received the information from Betts and it is a non-issue. The facilities and structures have been taken down, all remedial environmental work has been completed. The size has not changed and was created because of the work on Route 23.  The applicant is looking to have two identical billboard signs on the property and has no intention to use the property for anything else other than the billboard. If granted one sign facing northbound and one facing southbound.

Mr. Brady asked if Mr. Fredericks would have any problem with having a condition of approval stating that no other development will take place and Mr. Frederick’s indicated he would not have a problem with that statement/condition. He has tried to sell it and has not been able to.  They will incorporate it into the deed or record the resolution. They intend to use it for Frederick’s Fuel but do not want a restriction in case he sells Frederick’s Fuel and would want to keep his options open in the future. He will only be using it for himself at this time. If he needed the income he would let someone else advertise on it.  

The Board Attorney swore in John Janis, Butler Sign Company, 46 years in the business, owner of Butler signs for 35 years. He has testified before Planning and Zoning Boards in New Jersey.  His company developed the other sign on the southbound sign. He has examined the property and the ordinance relating to the signs. He has examined the other signs in the Township there is another sign 546 feet from this sign. 

A-1 was prepared under Mr. Janis’ direction; the top photo is a google shot of the property in relationship to where the existing billboard is and where the proposed billboard is. The photo in the middle left is a blow-up of the property itself showing the existing and proposed billboard location and the photo on the bottom right is an aerial shot with the billboard they are proposing in position traveling northbound in the left lane.  The last photo is a computer created image to show what they are proposing in color. Mr. Barbarula asked about illumination and Mr. Janis indicated it would be like the southbound sign with 4 external fixtures that are located at the bottom of the billboard approximately 7 feet out shining up onto the Board. The approved sign has been in place since 2011 and is illuminated that way. Mr. Fredericks was asked if he received any complaints about the lighting Mr. Fredericks indicated that he had not. Mr. Barbarula asked about the next closest sign and Mr. Janis indicated it was to the north 500 feet from the subject premises. Light will just direct on the Board. There are on premise signs for surrounding businesses. The Highland Band sign is only 20 feet from the roadway and this sign will be 30 feet from roadway. Other than being within the ¼ mile distance of another billboard, the proposed billboard will be in accordance with other Township guidelines. It will be visible without obstructing vehicles nor other businesses. There are no natural obstructions or interference to other signs buildings…

Arthur McQuaid indicated that the area is no an area that is environmentally sensitive. Mr. Castronova asked about DOT approvals and he did not think so. Mr. Castronova asked about external lighting there will not be glare on the bottom facing up.  It is more economical then LED better for the rural area.  Mr. Drew asked about the overall height they are proposing a duplicate, which is 25 feet to the top grade to the top with 13 foot grade clearance, the panel itself is 12 foot tall by 24 foot wide. All footings are inspected, its only 9 square feet it was already disturbed property. Making economic use of the property generates taxes and services. They are willing to place a further restriction that there will be no other building on the property. All permits will be secured. 

Mr. Brady opened the meeting to the public

Seeing nobody for or against the application Michael Gerst moved to close the public portion

Second by Steven Castronova

All in Favor to close the public portion

MOTION BY ARTHUR MCQUAID to approve Use and Bulk Variance No. ZB10-13-09, Block 16001; Lot 6 on Rt. 23 in the HC Zone. Testimony was given there is another billboard 500 plus feet  north of the proposed billboard but indicated that the distance is for them being one after another in the same direction not so close to each other because of the esthetics of the semi rural Township. However this billboard even though less than the required amount will be in the few areas that are commercially used, quite heavily and does not have the rural characteristic in the center island of Route 23 that the ordinance would be trying to protect if on the other sides maybe and he is in favor of passing the variance.  Testimony was given that the deed or the resolution will be recorded

SECOND BY MICHAEL GERST

Roll Call Vote:

   Yes: Russell Curving, Steven Castronova, James Olivo, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, and Robert Brady



No:   none

Mr. Barbarula indicated he will prepare the deed restriction for Mr. Glatt’s review and thanked the Board.

Motion by Steven Castronova to approve meeting dates for 2015

Second by James Olivo

Roll Call Vote:

   Yes: Russell Curving, Steven Castronova, James Olivo, Frank Curcio, Arthur McQuaid, Michael Gerst, and Robert Brady



No:   none

Mr. Drew indicated that the Town Council amended the sign ordinance and looking at the ordinance there is no restriction for maximum sign height for a billboard in the highway commercial zone. Mr. Drew suggested that in the yearly report from the Board to the Council that a provision be put in the ordinance for height restriction. 

Mr. McQuaid left the meeting at 9:56

Motion by Steven Castronova to approve Stephen Glatt’s bills

Second by James Olivo

All in favor to approve Mr. Glatt’s bills

Motion by Russell Curving to approve William Drew’s bills 

Second by Steven Castronova
All in favor to approve Mr. Drew’s invoices

Motion by James Olivo to approve Vincent Jim Lupo bills

Second by  Steven Castronova

All in favor to approve Mr. Lupo’s bills

Minutes August 26, 2014 meeting

Motion by Steven Castronova to approve the minutes

Second by Michael Gerst
All in favor to approve

Motion by Steven Castronova to adjourn the September 23, 2014 meeting

Second by Michael Gerst 

All in favor to adjourn

Meeting adjourned at 10:02

Adopted: November 25, 2014














Respectfully submitted by,







________________________







Denyse L. Todd, Secretary










Zoning Board of Adjustment

