TOWNSHIP OF PEQUANNOCK

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

MAY 2, 2013

REGULAR MEETING

Meeting Convened:



7:32 PM
Members Present:
Dolengo, Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Melleno, Vitcavich and Cielusniak.  Ms. Banyra, Board Planner, Michael Simone, Board Engineer and Clifford Gibbons, Board Attorney.

Members Absent:
Bruno, Way

Notice:
Vice Chairman Cielusniak 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 26, 2013 and sending it to six area newspapers, including the legal pager on April 26, 2013.

MINUTES:
February 7, 2013 – Executive Session







Carried to the next meeting.

February 7, 2013 – Regular Meeting
Motion by Dolengo, second by Hebert to approve the minutes as submitted.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.
Board of Adjustment

May 2, 2013
PUBLIC HEARING:

Carbone/Handel Construction, 7 Robert Place, Block 3405, Lot 14

Carried to the June 6th Board meeting at the applicant’s request.

Carbone, 17 West Sunset Road, Block 1501, Lot 12

Rear Yard Setback, Building on an Unimproved Road

Mr. Steven Schepis, Esquire represented the applicant Carbone. Mr. Schepis stated that the applicant is before the Board for a rear yard setback variance for 50 feet where 75 feet is required for a garage structure and for building a new home on an unimproved road.  

7:37 PM

William Byrne, architect for the applicant, sworn.


Marked as Exhibit A-1 – Aerial photographs obtained from the County


Mr. Schepis described to the board the buildings located on Exhibit A-1.  Mr. Schepis stated the neighbor immediately contiguous to the setback deviation request is the driveway of the golf course.  

Marked as Exhibit A-2 – Six photographs of the existing conditions of the property dated May 1, 2013.

Mr. Byrne stated there exists a home on the property that the Carbones presently live in and that the applicant is proposing to remove that home and build a new home.  Mr. Byrne also stated there is a detached garage on the property.

7:44 PM

Demetro Carbone, 17 West Sunset Road, sworn.

Mr. Carbone described to the Board the structures on the aerial photograph as the framed barn, which is being used as a two car garage and the item that looks like a white roof, which is in reality just a concrete slab, there is another one car garage/shed, which still exists.  Mr. Schepis stated that the aerial was taken in 2007.

Marked as Exhibit A-3 – May 2, 2013 exhibit of the proposed dwelling with building envelope

Mr. Gibbons asked if the frame barn and other outbuildings would be removed.  Mr. Byrne said those buildings would be removed.  Mr. Byrne stated there would only be a 
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small portion of the proposed garage that would be in violation of the rear setback.  Mr. Byrne stated that the required minimum rear yard setback is 75 feet and the applicant is proposing 64 feet to the corner of the building on the left and 50 feet to the corner on the right side.  The garage which is on the property line and shed comprises 670 square feet and the new garage is 625 square feet.  Mr. Byrne stated that the rear portion of the lot is level and as you get to the middle of the property the lot slopes.  Mr. Byrne stated the flattest portion of the property runs along the rear property line.  

Mr. Byrne stated that as part of the design concept the Carbones wanted to include five garage bays.  Mr. Byrne stated that once you get beyond three garages the doors begin to look commercial and not a residential look and that is why they went to a motor court design.  

Marked as Exhibit A-4 – Rendering of proposed garage portion of the home.

Mr. Byrne stated that the area in front of the garage would be a hardscape such as pavers.   Mr. Schepis said that the structure that is proposed that is in violation of the setback would be a one story building.  

Marked as Exhibit A-5 – May 2, 2013 view of the rear building line

The two car garage is attached to the house.  Mr. Byrne stated that the front yard elevation shows that it is difficult to see where the five garages are.  Mr. Byrne stated the portico will be made of stucco and that it would obscure the courtyard or rear of the yard.  Mr. Schepis said the lot depth in the zone is required to be 435 feet.  Mr. Byrne stated the existing lot depth is 234 feet.  Mr. Byrne stated that the application before the Board represents a classic C-1 classification for variance by reasons of exceptional narrowness of the lot and that the lot was created by a subdivision approved by the Planning Board in 1998. 

Mr. Byrne stated that homes of the size proposed have multiple garages.  Ms. Banyra stated that turning the garages inward is a significant benefit to eliminate the visual impediment of seeing garages from the roadway.  Mr. Byrne also stated that the home is not inconsistent with the size of the homes in the area.  Mr. Hebert wanted to know why the need for five garages.  Mr. Byrne stated that currently the property has six garages and that the Carbones have several cars and that they are looking into the future when their children begin to drive.  Mr. Cielusniak asked if there would be any business materials or vehicles parked in the garages.  Ms. Banyra stated that she had a conversation with the applicant and it was gleaned that storage would be limited to residential storage only.  Ms. Banyra stated the applicant reaches the criteria as far as building and impervious coverage.  Mr. Byrne stated that the entire rear property line 
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abuts the Morris County Golf Course access drive location and then open space.  Mr. Gibbons asked if there was a buffer between the access drive and the property.  Mr. Byrne stated there is a significant buffer with a hedge row.  

Mr. Imfeld asked about the sewer line.  Mr. Schepis stated that as part of the 1998 subdivision it was stated that a sewer line was to be extended up to the property and that the previous owner neglected to do so but that Mr. Carbone intends to extend the sewer line to his lot.  Mr. Carbone stated he has gas and intends to connect to city water.  

Marked as Exhibit A-6 – Site plan from 1998 which shows the sewer line.

Mr. Vitcavich wanted to know if the applicant tried to shift the house to fit the lot and Mr. Byrne said they thought of that but the property slopes and that it wasn’t possible.  Mr. Vitcavich wanted to know if the applicant was proposing walls on his property.  Mr. Carbone stated there will be three of four walls less than four feet high.  Mr. Vitcavich asked if the house had a basement and Mr. Byrne stated there will be a full basement.   

8:37 PM

Mr. Frederick Meola, Engineer for the applicant, sworn.

Mr. Meola stated the building coverage including the portico is 6.1% and the total impervious coverage is 16.1%.  Mr. Meola stated the driveway that does not go through the portico is designed for larger service vehicles that might not fit within the covered portico.  Mr. Carbone stated that the rear driveway will be made of stone that allows grass to grow through.  Mr. Dolengo wanted to know if there was any submerged rock ledge on the property.  Mr. Meola stated they did not do soil tests and that he did look at the Morris County Soil Survey and it didn’t indicate there was rock in the area.  Ms. Banyra stated that the applicant needs a design waiver for the part of the driveway that is higher than a 10 percent slope.  Mr. Meola stated that part of the driveway is at a 12 percent slope.  
Mr. Vitcavich wanted to know what the applicant proposed to do with water runoff.  Mr. Meola stated they have two inlets and seepage pits to collect water and percolate back into the ground.  Mr. Vitcavich wanted to know why the seepage pits were so far from the house and why they weren’t against the dwelling.  Mr. Meola stated they could put additional seepage pits along the home and the ones on the bottom of the driveway will catch water off the driveway.  Mr. Schepis stated that the applicant would agree to have a final engineer review prior to the issuing of a construction permit.  
Mr. Vitcavich wanted to know how the water line would be hooked up.  Mr. Carbone stated his neighbor has city water but he didn’t know where it was.  Mr. Simone went over his report.  Mr. Simone wants to see a plan connecting the sewer line.  Mr. Meola stated the applicant intends to extend the line to his property with an 8 inch line to the 
Board of Adjustment

May 2, 2013
property and then extend a four inch line and step up wherever there is a cleanout.  Mr. Simone informed the Board that the applicant will not have a problem being allocated for sewer usage by the TBSA or town.  Mr. Simone stated he would like a revised plan showing how the property will be served by sewer or septic.  Mr. Simone wanted the applicant to design something that will contain the water at the end of the steep driveway to prevent erosion.  Mr. Simone stated that there is no water on West Sunset.  Mr. Cielusniak stated he recently lived at 234 Sunset Road and he was the last home to have city water and that the rest of the street is serviced by wells.  Mr. Simone stated the applicant needs to provide the town with plans for a new well if city water is not available.
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. Schepis stated that the applicant does not need relief from the variance for building on an unimproved road because the subdivision was previously approved by the Planning Board.

Board deliberated.

MOTION to approve the application as presented with the following conditions:   Compliance with the Crew Engineers report; water and sewer connection; revised plan to show how the building will be serviced by water and sewer;  if water not available the provide the town with a well design; comply with the conditions of the 1998 Board approval; Applicant will plant street trees to the satisfaction of the Planner; drainage to be constructed to the satisfaction of the Engineer.  Yes votes from Dolengo, Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Melleno, Vitcavich and Cielusniak.  Motion Carried.  

9:38 PM

Dara, 9 Chestnut Court Block  3502, Lot 17
Front and Secondary Front Setback

Frank Dara, applicant, sworn.

Adam Graf, contractor for the applicant, sworn.

Mr. Graf stated they are proposing to do an addition off the secondary front yard and front of the home.  The side yard is on a corner therefore a secondary front yard situation occurs.   The applicant is looking to put a porch across the front of the home.  Mr. Graf 
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stated there are three steps to the front door of the home.  Mr. Dolengo stated that the proposed front porch is too narrow and should be wider.  Mr. Graf stated six feet would be more desirable and asked the Board to entertain that.  Ms. Banyra asked if there was a roof overhang over the front steps.  Mr. Dara stated there is a roof over the steps but didn’t know whether a building permit was issued for that.  Mr. Imfeld had issues with some of the numbers on the site plan with regard to the new addition.  The new addition is 12.4 feet.  The plan will be revised to reflect the 12.4 feet addition.  Mr. Cielusniak wanted to know if there would be an overhang over the proposed porch.  Mr. Graf stated only the gutter will overhang the porch.  Mr. Imfeld wanted to know the elevation of the deck on the porch.  Mr. Graf stated that would be 28 inches.  Mr. Imfeld wanted to know where you counted the front yard setback and Ms. Banyra stated you count that at the roof structure.  

Mr. Cielusniak asked if there would be any drainage issues associated with the addition.  Ms. Banyra stated that the applicant’s property is not in the flood plain and looking at the conditions of the property there shouldn’t be any drainage issues especially given the fact  the town perks well.  

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.  

MOTION to approve the application with the following conditions:  applicant will provide a revised plan to be approved by the Planner, the plan will provide a six foot porch the front yard setback will be 46 feet and will indicate the new building coverage and well as include the shed in the building coverage.  Foundation plantings along the secondary front yard and a tree to be planted along the side.  Yes votes from Dolengo, Hebert, Imfeld, Skvarca, Melleno, Vitcavich and Cielusniak.  Motion Carried.

There being no further business motion by Dolengo second by Imfeld to adjourn the meeting at 10:12 PM.  All in favor.  Motion Carried.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda Zacharenko

Recording Secretary
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