TOWNSHIP OF PEQUANNOCK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
APRIL 7, 2016
REGULAR MEETING

Meeting Convened:			7:05 PM

Members Present:	Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Vitcavich, Way, Driesse,
	Wintemberg and Dolengo

Members Excused:	Melleno
	
Members Absent:			

Notice:				Chairman Dolengo 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 April 1, 2016 and sending it to six area newspapers, including the legal paper on April 1, 2016.


MINUTES:				March 3, 2016 – Regular Meeting 
Motion by Hebert, second by Imfeld to approve the minutes as submitted.  All in favor.  Motion Carried. 


RESOLUTION: 			Wisneski, 93 Mandeville Avenue, Block 4302, Lot 5 
Motion by Imfeld, second by Vitcavich to memorialize the resolution as submitted.  In favor Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Vitcavich, Way, Wintemberg and Dolengo.  Motion Carried.


PUBLIC HEARING:

McKay, 16 Park Avenue, Block 2604, Lot 28
Building Coverage

This application was carried from March 3rd, 2016.

Brian McKay, applicant, sworn.

Mr. Gibbons stated that at the last hearing the Board had concerns regarding the building coverage calculation on the McKay plans.  Ms. Hartmann stated the applicant has provided the revised table with regard to building and impervious surface coverage. 
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Mr. McKay stated that he is removing a detached garage and will be adding an attached garage to his home along with a master bedroom and bathroom above the garage.  The addition of the attached garage will cause a variance for building coverage.  Mr. Imfeld stated that the plan shows building coverage of 18% but that the shed is not included in that figure.  The addition of 100 square feet for the shed will bring the building coverage up to 18.9%.  Mr. McKay stated the purpose of the shed was to hold his landscape equipment and gasoline for the lawnmower.  Mr. McKay felt it would be safer to place those items in the shed instead of the garage.  Mr. Imfeld calculated the impervious coverage to now read 30.4% because of the addition of the shed.  The application is still under the required percentage for impervious coverage even with the addition of the shed.  

Motion to open the meeting to the public.  All in favor. Motion Carried.

No one came forward from the public.  

Motion to close the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

Mr. McKay confirmed that his proposed front yard setback will be equal to or less than 36.92 feet.  Mr. McKay stated there was a roof proposed over the front steps and believed it might be an issue.  Mr. Vitcavich stated that the portico over the front steps is on the architectural plan.  Mr. McKay stated he would get revised drawings and take the portico roof off the plan.  Ms. Hartmann made note that the portico shows on the architecturals but not on the site plan.

The Board deliberated.

MOTION by Imfeld, second by Wintemberg to approve the application with the following conditions:  the portico over the front step to be removed from the architectural plan; the building and impervious surface coverage calculations must be corrected on the site plan to read 18.9% building coverage and 30.4% impervious surface coverage.  Yes votes from Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Vitcavich, Way, Wintemberg and Dolengo.  Motion Carried.


Cascone, 37 Duncan Avenue, Block 4305, Lot 11
Building Coverage

Robert Cascone, applicant, sworn.

Brian Murphy, Architect for the applicant, sworn.
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Mr. Cascone stated he lived in Pequannock Township for 37 years.  Mr. Murphy submitted pictures to the Board to be marked as Exhibits.

Marked as Exhibit A-1 to 3 – Photographs of the exterior and interior of the Cascone residence.

Mr. Murphy stated the site is 100 feet wide by 148.5 feet deep, the lot is 16,252 square feet, which is oversized for the R-9 zone.  The maximum building coverage allowed for the zone is 17%, the existing coverage is 18.65% and the proposed coverage is 19.6%.  Mr. Murphy stated the proposed addition will make the property .95% over what exists presently.  The area where the addition is proposed sits on a concrete patio.  The side yard setbacks are 26.7 feet and 6.8 feet.  There will be no exacerbation of the side yard setbacks.  The applicant is not going any further into the rear yard setback.  Mr. Murphy stated that if the Board looked at the plan they would see an alcove in the back of the home, which is the area they are proposing to close and put on the addition.  Mr. Murphy stated the proposed addition will not be seen from the front yard or the two side yards, but there are two neighbors to the rear of the property who will see the addition when completed.  The screen porch and family room are already existing.  Mr. Murphy stated that the existing kitchen has almost no room to work in and that the interior space cannot accommodate a floor plan renovation.  Mr. Vitcavich stated there was a discrepancy in the site plan and architecturals as far as the dimensions of the addition and asked the architect to clear that up.  Mr. Murphy stated he had some issues with his computer and that the addition is 14’ by 11’ four and-a-half inches.

Mr. Imfeld wanted to know the time frame for the existing 18.65% building coverage and how it got to that number.  Mr. Cascone stated there was a variance in 1977 before he bought the house for 400 square feet, which caused the side yard setback variance.  Mr. Imfeld asked the applicant if they added any structures to the home since 1976.  Mr. Cascone stated they added a family room and master bedroom.  Mr. Imfeld asked if they needed a variance for those two additions and when they were put on the dwelling.

Nancy Cascone, applicant, sworn.

Mrs. Cascone stated the master bathroom was done in 1987 and the family room was done in 1984.  Ms. Hartmann explained that the building coverage and the impervious surface coverage requirement changed years after that in the 90’s.  Ms. Hartmann said originally the building coverage was 20%.  Mr. Gibbons stated the submitted up to date survey should be placed on the plan.  The total square footage of the proposed addition is 159.2 square feet.

Motion to open the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

No one came forward from the public.
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Motion to close the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

The Board deliberated.

MOTION by Driesse, second by Hebert to approve the application with the following conditions:  updated survey must be placed on the site plan; show the 14 by 11 addition on the plan.  Yes votes from Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Vitcavich, Way, Driesse, Wintemberg and Dolengo.  Motion Carried.


Cilibrasi, 396 Boulevard, Block 701, Lot 5
Front Yard and Side Yard Setback, Cumulative Side Yard, Building Coverage

Alfonso Cilibrasi, applicant, sworn.

Patrick DeMarco, Esquire, for the applicant.

The applicant seeks six variances, two preexisting for lot area and lot depth.  The other variances are for front yard setback of 48 feet; side yard of 9.43 feet, combined side yard of 32.03 and building coverage of 17.4%.  

Mr. Cilibrasi owned the property since 2003.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated he is adding a two car garage, and a breakfast area, by doing that the addition will project out the back 9 feet 4 inches.  Above the garage will be a master bedroom with a living room space and a bathroom.  The present garage is very small and only used for storage.  The new garage will house two cars and have a storage area for maintenance equipment.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated there is no eating area in the kitchen and is looking to add a kitchen table and access to the second floor.  At the present time there is a bedroom on the first floor that is 9 by 11 and occupied by one of the Cilibrasi children.  Mr. Cilibrasi proposes to put all the bedrooms on the second floor.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated the front portico is just a roof over the door to keep them out of the rain.  Mr. DeMarco asked about the stairs in the garage and whether they lead into the second floor master bedroom.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated the stair will lead to a foyer on the second floor.  Ms. Hartmann stated that the architectural plans show stairs that lead directly into the proposed living space from the garage.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated the stairs will go from the dining area to the second floor and also to the basement.  Mr. Cilibrasi said there is access to the garage from the foyer area which is where the storage area will be located.  Ms. Hartmann said there is access from the garage to the second story.  Mr. Cilibrasi said there could be access but they will come into the foyer area onto the second story, not the living room.   Ms. Hartmann said that on the plan the architect states that the garage is a 3 and-a-half car garage not a two car garage.  
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Mr. DeMarco said that if the Board is concerned about a potential apartment the applicant would agree to any kind of restrictive language regarding a potential apartment.  Mr. Dolengo stated that there is a garage door, a back door and stairs that all open into the foyer.  Ms. Hartmann said the door on the stairs goes to the full sized basement.  

Mr. DeMarco said the front yard currently has a setback of 49.6 feet and that the applicant is proposing a 48 foot setback.  Mr. Imfeld made note that the front yard setback should be 45.55 to the front covered porch.  The front yard setback needs to be revised.  Mr. Imfeld asked for a current or recertified survey.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated that when he purchased his house it had four bedrooms but one of those bedrooms was converted to a living room.  The house will go from four bedrooms to four bedrooms.  

Mr. Gibbons suggested that the architect be present at the next meeting.  Mr. DeMarco asked the Board to share with them the areas of their concern so they know what they need to accomplish before having the architect and engineer present at the next meeting.  Mr. Vitcavich asked if the applicant was going to demolish the garage as it sits and add a two car garage 36 feet long.  Mr. Vitcavich asked if the applicant shortened up his garage would he eliminate the side yard variance.  Mr. Cilibrasi stated that he would have to shorten his garage substantially in order to get out of the variance, which would make his garage only seven feet long.  The basement will be under the dining area and not under the garage. Mr. Cilibrasi stated from the top railing of the steps you can see down into the basement.  Ms. Hartmann stated that the concern she has is that it may not necessarily be this applicant but some time in the future the addition has the potential to be converted into an illegal apartment.  Ms. Hartmann stated she understands the applicant wants to get to his basement but that you don’t need to get to the second floor via the staircase to a large addition with a bedroom, bathroom and living room.  Mr. Imfeld wanted to know how to get to the second floor without the proposed stairs.  Ms. Hartmann stated you could go through the main house and use the existing staircase. 

Mr. Gibbons informed the applicant that the Board had some concerns about the application with the potential apartment being an issue and the degree of the intensity of the addition so he thought it would be good to have some planning testimony.  Mr. Gibbons suggested the applicant come back next month and strongly recommended the architect or planner attend the meeting.  

The hearing will be carried to May 5th meeting with no further notice required.  An updated survey will be required along with the calculations for impervious surface coverage, garage bump should be changed to eliminate the front yard setback in that area.  
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Esposito, 6 Virginia Avenue, Block 2603, Lot 3
Front Yard Setback, Side Yard Setback, Cumulative Side, Building Coverage

Jennifer Esposito, applicant, sworn.

Tsampicos Perides, Architect for the applicant, sworn.

Ms. Esposito informed the Board that she is proposing to encroach into the front yard setback, a side yard setback for a chimney already constructed and building coverage.  Ms. Hartmann stated that the 266 square feet of the covered porch was not included in the calculations of the building coverage so the building coverage percentage of 17.2% is incorrect and the proper number for building coverage should be 19.49%.  Mr. Perides stated that he added that 266 square feet into impervious coverage and didn’t realize it should be added into building coverage.  Mr. Imfeld stated that it was his understanding that the applicant submitted three sets of plans, two which did not show the porch or the chimney and that is what the Construction Department approved.   Mr. Imfeld said that the third set of plans is a major change to the house making the demand for two additional variances necessary.   Mr. Imfeld made note that without the front porch there would be no need for a front yard setback variance.  Ms. Hartmann stated that the applicant would still need a building coverage variance even without the front porch but that variance would be reduced to 17.2%.  Mr. Perides stated that the side yard encroachment of the chimney is a matter of four inches over the allowed setback, causing a combined setback of 22.6 feet, where 25 feet is required.  Mr. Driesse wanted to know why the chimney came into being creating the need for another variance.  Mr. Perides stated that originally the applicant wanted a gas burning fireplace that didn’t need a foundation but the owners thought the building would look better with a stone fireplace necessitating a foundation.  

Mr. Perides stated that the owners thought that the addition of the front porch would add to the value of the house and that it would aesthetically be more pleasing to the eye adding character to the house. Mr. Imfeld asked about the width of the porch.  Mr. Perides stated the porch would be six feet wide.  Mr. Imfeld suggested that the applicant make the porch smaller.  Mr. Driesse noted on the architecturals that the porch does not go straight across the front of the house.  Mr. Perides stated that the design was such that the front of the house would have a bump out and that the porch roof would end just up to that bump out on both sides. 

Mr. Way said that he was very unhappy with the row of trees along the side of the property.  Ms. Esposito stated that they were going to remove those trees when they moved in.  

Mr. Imfeld inquired as to how the applicant could get their building coverage number back to 17.2%.  Mr. Perides stated they would have to eliminate the porch.  Mr. Perides asked if the part 
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of the porch that was not covered would be added into the building coverage.  Mr. Vitcavich wanted to know if they were looking at a revised set of drawings because the first thing that he notes on the plan is a note that states existing shed to remain and wanted to know if the plot plan was updated but the drawings were not.  Ms. Hartmann stated that originally the applicant came to the Construction Department with a plan showing 15.9% coverage and that during the course of construction things were constructed that were inconsistent with what was handed into the Construction Department and the Construction Department put a stop work order on the site.  Mr. Driesse asked what got expanded after the Construction Department gave them approval to build.  Originally there was to be an overhang over the garage to accommodate the master suite and then the applicant decided to square off that section of the garage to look like one level to match the rest of the house.  Ms. Hartmann stated that now the applicant is before the Board for the final design on their building which expanded from 15.9% to 19.49%.  Ms. Hartmann stated that now the applicant is before the Board for their front porch, the chimney and a small extension added to the proposed garage.  Ms. Esposito stated they received a stop order for the chimney only and not for the extended garage or porch.  Mr. Dolengo made note that even if the applicant had decided to keep the gas fireplace they would be over on the side yard setback requirement.   Mr. Way stated that the chimney is not visible on the rear elevation of the site plan and suggested that be placed on the site plan.  

Motion to open the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

No one came forward from the public.

Motion to close the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

The Board deliberated.  There was a lot of negativity regarding the front porch building coverage variance.  Ms. Hartmann noted that even if the applicant removes their front porch they will still be over in building coverage.  The question put before the Board for a straw vote was “If the porch is removed returning the coverage to 17.2% is the Board inclined to favorably act on the application”.  A straw vote was taken.  Seven members voted yes to the question presented. 

The hearing will be carried to the May 5th meeting with the following revisions: table must be updated, drawing reflect removable of porch updated, removal of trees, 6 Virginia Avenue must be placed on survey, proper survey must be added to the plan, chimney must be placed on rear elevation of architectural plan and calculations must be updated and shown in both the impervious and building coverage.  No further notice is required.  
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DeIntinis, 12 Woodland Place, Block 1402, Lot 2
Building Coverage

Joseph DeIntinis, applicant, sworn.

Mr. DeIntinis stated he is before the Board requesting building coverage variance to add a single car garage to an existing garage.  The proposed garage will jog two feet in from the existing garage and run the length of the dwelling.  There will be no storage above the garage.  The applicant is requesting building coverage of 17.7%.  The applicant intends to open the wall between the existing garage and the proposed garage.  Mr. DeIntinis stated he is using the garage for his vehicles and equipment.  Mr. Dolengo said that the existing garage is 24 feet long.  Ms. Hartmann stated that if the applicant removed his shed that would reduce the building coverage variance to 17%.  Mr. DeIntinis stated he would remove the shed.  Mr. Way wanted to know why the applicant needed to build his garage the whole length of the house.  Mr. DeIntinis stated he has jets skis and wanted to keep them inside rather than outside.  

Motion to open the meeting to the public.  All in favor. Motion Carried.

No one came forward from the public.

Motion to close the meeting to the public.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

MOTION by Imfeld, second by Driesse to approve the application with the following condition:  the shed will be removed and building coverage to be reduced to 17%.  Yes votes from Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Vitcavich, Way, Driesse, Wintemberg and Dolengo.  Motion Carried.

There being no further business motion by Driesse, second by Hebert to adjourn the meeting at 10:26 PM.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.

Respectfully submitted,

[bookmark: _GoBack]Linda Zacharenko
Recording Secretary
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