TOWNSHIP OF PEQUANNOCK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

November 4, 2010

Meeting Convened:





7:32 PM

Members Present:




Aikey, Dolengo, Hebert, Imfeld, 

Finley, Cielusniak, Way.  Also present Anthony Wahl, Board Attorney and Eileen Banyra, Board Planner.

Meeting Absent:
Bruno, Herforth

Notice:
Chairman Imfeld stated that the Sunshine Law had been complied with by posting the notice of date, time and proposed meeting on the bulletin board of the Municipal Building on October 29, 2010.
Mr. Cielusniak and Mr. Finley will represent the Board as full voting members.

MINUTES:
October 7, 2010

Motion by Hebert, second by Dolengo to approve the minutes as amended.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.
RESOLUTIONS:

Labriola, 87 Mandeville Avenue, Block 4303, Lot 3
Motion by Way, second by Hebert to memorialize the resolution as amended.  In favor:  Aikey, Dolengo, Hebert, Way, Finley, Cielusniak and Imfeld.  Vote 7 in favor.  Motion Carried.
Gobosack, 22 Caroline Avenue, Block 3305, Lot 6
Motion by Dolengo, second by Way to memorialize the resolution as amended.  In favor:  Aikey, Dolengo, Hebert, Way, Cielusniak and Imfeld.  Vote 6 in favor.  Motion Carried.
Bosland, 278 Jacksonville Road, Block 2801, Lot 11
Motion by Way, second by Dolengo to memorialize the resolution as submitted.  In favor:  Aikey, Dolengo, Hebert, Way, Finley, Cielusniak and Imfeld.  Vote 7 in favor.  Motion Carried.
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Herd, 6 Cameron Avenue, Block 3301, Lot 3
Front Yard Setback, Building Coverage, Shed Location

Mr. Herd explained to the Board that he would like to add a small garage to his home in place of a carport that was affixed to the house which collapsed.  The applicant would also like to add a portico to the front of the house and widen the front steps.
Mr. Imfeld asked the applicant how long they owned the house and what was on the property at the time of purchase.

Mr. Herd stated that everything on the property as it exists today was there when they purchased the home except for a carport that has since been demolished.  Mr. Imfeld asked the applicant if the garage they are proposing to construct will be bigger than the carport that was originally on the site.  Mrs. Herd stated the garage will be bigger than the carport was.

Mr. Imfeld stated there are three variances requested which are; front yard setback of 31.9 feet where 35 feet is required; shed location one foot off the property line and building coverage of 20.8 percent where 17 percent is permitted.  Mrs. Herd stated the shed was there when they purchased the home.

Mr. Way asked Ms. Banyra to calculate in square footage how many feet over the permitted building coverage was the requested variance.  Ms. Banyra stated the applicant is asking for 250 square feet over the permitted building coverage.  Ms. Banyra stated that if the applicant removed the shed they would not need a variance for building coverage.  Mr. Way asked if the portico introduced an element into the coverage.  Ms. Banyra stated the portico is added in the coverage calculation because it has a roof structure.

Ms. Banyra stated that the previous owner of the property took out a permit to build a deck and to remove two utility sheds and the carport.  Ms. Banyra stated that when she reviewed the previous building permits on the site the deck was to be built with a condition that the two utility sheds were to be removed and that that permit remained open after the property was sold and somehow the two utility sheds were removed and a larger shed constructed on the site.  Those permits were never closed out by the previous owner.

Ms. Banyra stated that the applicant’s architect failed to calculate the square footage of the deck in his calculation therefore his building coverage calculation of 18.31 percent is incorrect.  Ms. Banyra stated that there was no permit taken out for the existing shed.
Mr. Imfeld asked if the applicant needed the entire shed and if it could be reduced in size.  Mr. Herd stated that the garage drawing shows stairs to the basement from inside of the 
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garage and that only one vehicle would be able to fit inside the garage.  Mr. Herd stated that the house chimney protrudes into the garage also limiting the floor size of the garage.  Mrs. Herd stated the shed is fairly new and in great condition which holds their lawn equipment and snow blower.  

Mr. Way was concerned about the amount of building coverage on the site and stated that through the years the Board has been very unwilling to permit building coverage more than one percent over the allowable figure and that the applicant is asking for three and-a-half percent over the permitted building coverage.  Mr. Way stated he was in favor of the garage and also the portico over the front door and asked the applicant how important the deck was to them.  Mrs. Herd stated her mother frequently visits and is in a wheelchair and that the sliders from her home site on top of the deck making it easy for her mother to maneuver on to the deck.

Mr. Herd did not understand why height of a deck made the deck included into building coverage.  Mr. Wahl stated the ordinance is what the ordinance is and the Board is governed by those rules.  Mrs. Imfeld asked the applicant if there was a way to reduce the building coverage on his property and if the applicant wanted to meet with the Board Planner to discuss any options to reduce the building coverage.  Mr. Way explained to the applicant that if they removed the shed then they could be much closer to the permitted building coverage.  Mrs. Herd stated that the garage they are proposing to build will not hold all the items that are presently in her shed and a vehicle.

Ms. Banyra noted there is a fence off the applicant’s property line which goes into a roadway behind the property.  Part of that roadway has been vacated to property owners along Cameron Avenue.

Mrs. Herd gave the Board pictures she took of her property and shed.

Mr. Wahl introduced into the pictures into evidence.

Marked as Exhibit A-1 – Photograph of shed

Marked as Exhibit A-2 – Photograph of carport

Marked as Exhibit A-3 – Photograph of property behind the shed

There was discussion regarding the partially vacated lane behind the applicant’s property.  Ms. Banyra suggested the applicant look into why their section of that lane was not vacated to them.

Mr. Way asked the applicant if they could cut the deck in half therefore eliminating a good portion of the building coverage.  Mrs. Herd stated that her outdoor furniture would not fit on the deck if it was made smaller.
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Motion to open the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.
No one came forward.

Motion to close the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.
The Board was very concerned over the amount of building coverage on the property.

Mr. Imfeld asked the applicant if they wanted to poll the Board regarding their feelings on the application or whether they wanted to come back next month with a revised plan reducing the building coverage.

A straw poll was taken to indicate one in favor and six against the application.

The application will be carried to the December 2nd meeting.

ADMINISTRATIVE:
Mr. Wahl updated the Board on the Team Equipment litigation.

There being no further business motion by Dolengo, second by Way to adjourn the meeting at 7:48 PM.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Zacharenko

Recording Secretary
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