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ZBA MEETING – APRIL 27, 2006

MINUTES

(Time Noted – 7:00PM)

CHAIRPERSON CARDONE: I would like to call the meeting of the ZBA to order. The first order of business is the public hearing scheduled for today. The procedure of the Board is that the applicant will step forward and state their request. The Board may then ask questions of the applicant. The public will be invited to ask questions or make comments, which should be addressed, to the Board. We will try to render a decision this evening. However we have up to 62 days to render a decision. 

Chairperson Cardone: Our first order of business is the Roll Call.

Ms. Gennarelli: 

PRESENT ARE:

GRACE CARDONE

JOHN MC KELVEY

RUTH EATON

RONALD HUGHES

ROBERT KUNKEL

JAMES MANLEY

(Time Noted - 7:03 PM)

April 27, 2006

DZIEGELEWSKI, JOSEPH & CHRISTINE                                13 DISANO LANE









        (34-1-1.11) R-1 ZONE 

Applicants are seeking area variances for a (4) four-lot subdivision with one existing house. 

Area variance(s) for lot width. 

Chairperson Cardone: Our first applicants this evening are Joseph & Christine Dziegelewski. First have you given your mailing receipts to the Secretary?

Ms. Gennarelli: All mailings were in order.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.

Thomas Vanderbeek: Good evening, my name is Thomas Vanderbeek. I am the President of Greater Hudson Valley Engineering and Land Surveying, PC representing the applicant on this project. Our request is for a lot width variance on a proposed (four) 4 Lot subdivision and we were positively referred here by the Planning Board. Since I have not yet presented before the ZBA, could I give a short overview?

Chairperson Cardone: Would you please?

Mr. Vanderbeek: Of what we are requesting. The property is a 5-½ acre parcel on a private road named Disano Drive with an existing 1, 2-story, single-family house on the property.

We have presented to the Planning Board a proposed 4-lot subdivision, which was a buy right subdivision, but it has very irregular lot lines. We had also requested of the Planning Board to consider average density so that we could produce the same subdivision with regular lot lines. The Planning Board opted against average density and set us to the ZBA with a request for a lot width variance for these properties. We have in your packet two presentations. One of the presentations requests one lot width variance, so we would have three (3) conforming lots and one (1) lot that is less than the 150 ft width, that would be 135 ft width. That is in the middle of the project. And the other request, which we feel produces a nicer subdivision, is a request for three (3) lot width variances, all equal so all three lots will be 145 ft in width. There are no other variations for both. 

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have questions from the Board? 

Mr. Hughes: Well, I have a couple. If you had one less lot you wouldn’t have to go through any of this?

Mr. Vanderbeek: That is correct.

Mr. Hughes: So, I think your choice of options that are available is a little bit off, but. You said in your overview that you received a positive referral from the Board and the letter that I get from the Attorney doesn’t say positive or negative, it’s just that you have to come here, so, I don’t think that when they told you that you had to come here it was with their blessing. Let’s just get that off the top there. That’s enough for now. 

Mr. Manley: What was the reason for the Planning Board’s decision to not do the lot line changes? Did they give you a reason why they didn’t want to go in that direction? 

Mr. Vanderbeek: Yes, they agreed that we have a dimensional buy right subdivision which the State allows. What they said when I asked for average density was they did not want to set a precedent, so they generally wanted to use average density when there was other environmental considerations where there was a large area, let’s say wetlands to be preserved or environmental consideration and actually that is one of the parameters in the Town code. We did offer to place a conservation easement along the bottom of the properties as that environmental conservation, but they felt we should come to the ZBA first. 

Mr. Manley: So, they weren’t opposed to doing that, they just felt that you first needed to come here and exhaust your remedy here first.

Mr. Vanderbeek: I believe so, yes. 

Mr. Manley: O.K. One other question and that was, based on the way the lot lines are drawn now, would it not create the potential for future requests by this Board to give future variances based on the lot lines the way they are drawn currently, versus if you drew them as a straight line? Do you follow what I am saying? 

Mr. Vanderbeek: No, if you could point out the

Mr. Manley: Do you see the distance between that building and the lot line?

Mr. Vanderbeek: Yes.

Mr. Manley: And the house?

Mr. Vanderbeek: Yes.

Mr. Manley: All right. If you drew these straight down, it would increase the distance from the lot line to the house. Therefore, in the future potentially not requiring a variance whereas the people now would potentially require a variance if they put on a deck as it stands now.

Mr. Vanderbeek: I understand your question. You understand this is not what we are requesting. This is the conventional way.

Mr. Manley: Right.

Mr. Vanderbeek: That does not lead into it. We are requesting to draw straight lines down. 

Mr. Manley: O.K.

Mr. Vanderbeek: To make it more uniform, more consistant.                 

Mr. Vanderbeek: Your same comment would apply to the side lots because the lots are all approximately 150 ft in width. So, with the two side setbacks there is very little that the house has the setbacks that you could build without coming back for clearance. So, Mr. Dziegelewski is talking about putting deed restrictions on these houses as to the types of houses that can be constructed, the architecture, where best to fill, where the garages could go. So, I am sure we could work something out that would aide in not having the potential buyer come back to this Board.

Mr. Dziegelewski: In answer to the same question, if we went with the conventional plan that could yield the potential for someone to come back for a variance just based on the irregular lot lines. So, we created the rectangular box that we detailed in the first plan, it was with the potential to create, from coming back to, by using the conventional plan to that.

Ms Eaton: And these all would need their own septic system and wells.

Mr. Vanderbeek: That is correct.

Mr. McKelvey: How many Bedrooms in these houses do you plan?

Mr. Dziegelewski: 3 to 4.

Mr. McKelvey: 3 to 4.

Ms. Eaton: And that would make a difference in the size of the septic system.

Mr. Dziegelewski: Yes, we designed that for 4 Bedrooms, the septic size (inaudible), 4 Bedrooms    (inaudible)

Mr. McKelvey: It only shows it on two, see. You only showed it on two. You show a septic tank on … there is no size on this one or these three have 15

Chairperson Cardone: That is the current.

Mr. Dziegelewski: This is the existing.

Mr. McKelvey: Oh, that’s O.K., I am sorry. I am looking at the wrong angle.

Ms. Eaton: Do you live in this area?

Mr. Dziegelewski: Yes, I , this is the residence. 

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions?

Mr. Hughes: Yes, I do. On Reggero and Henry’s property here I don’t see enough distances or an indication of where the well is on Henry’s and where the well is on Reggero is very close to the septic on what’s labeled lot number one here, I believe. What do you intend to do about that? This is down gradient here, it goes from 585 ft down to 550 ft and about 70 yards. That is running right down into that Reggero’s well there. So, you have all the other ones, it shows 200 ft or plus. But, then you have Reggero and Henry and no indication on Henry and the well from Reggero is about 20 ft from the property line. What do you intend to do about that? 

Mr. Vanderbeek: The well on Henry is, excuse me, the well on Reggero is approximately shown on here 150 ft from the edge of the expansion area and what we can do there is, all the tests kits that we performed on this property, the soil was virtually identical. I can move that up, move it up closer to the house. We get at least 200 ft, maybe 250 ft. With respect to Henry’s, I am not sure where the well is on that property.

Mr. Dziegelewski: According to the subdivision plat, the well at Henry’s is approximately where that parcel juts out at the bottom of the property.

Mr. Hughes: The stone wall right of way? 

Mr. McKelvey: The Planning Board is going to handle that, anyhow.

Mr. Vanderbeek: We’ll just verify those. 

Mr. Dziegelewski: (inaudible)

Mr. Vanderbeek: Back on the conventional subdivision, the middle lot is why the house is set back more, so we can  (inaudible) against the Reggero’s property.

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions or comments from the Board? Do we have any questions or comments from the public? If so, please stand and state your name and address. That mic should be on.

Neighbor 1: Yes, good evening. My name is            . So I am talking about the           lot and I am very concerned about this. First of all, I am totally disgusted, but obviously there is nothing I can do. It seems that every time we have any kind of piece of land with trees or animals or anything else, it’s taken away. But that is not unusual. But, I am very concerned as they pointed out the egress to my well. I’d like to know how close the house is going to be coming to the stonewall. Would there be any wooded area left? And again my main concern is my well and what I am concerned with is I have been in that house almost 40 years and God bless us, we never had a problem with the well. But, it seems to me with the more and more construction and the more disturbance and now this going right behind me, how do I know it’s not going to drain into where my spring is or I don ‘t know how that works underground. I am not an engineer. But, I am very concerned. Now if I have a problem with my well, a year or two years from who is going to address that? Is it just going to be, oh too bad you are out of water after 40 years of no problems? That’s a big concern of mine.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.

Neighbor 1: Oh, no, we don’t get an answer? Is that what we just do, is we state what we are saying and will we ever get an answer to this? Because I am concerned to as he pointed out, where is my location and why was this access to the spring location called out and then that small piece of parcel? Why was that addressed? On my property?

Mr. Dziegelewski:  I can only answer from what I know of the previous subdivision that referred to your property. And I know that its, if I recall correctly from the minutes I’ve read, back in 2002 the first subdivision was done. I think there was a similar concern, with obviously establishing a buffer between my property and the property that’s being developed. I think that was accommodated in the minutes and in the approval of the last (inaudible) of the plat was approved and that’s, you know, I am looking to follow those same conditions. I am not looking to clear down to the rock wall or stop myself (inaudible) would be to replicate the land. As you know there is a buffer between the (inaudible) existing residence and the lower properties in 1996 and my goal is to maintain that buffer.

Neighbor 1:  So, will the new houses probably be up like where yours is, up in that?

Mr. Dziegelewski:  Exactly, we are going to keep the same frontage off the road, that’s where our thoughts are with that and to maintain, you know, through the course (inaudible) a wooded buffer.

Neighbor 1: O.K. And, when will I have like answers about the well? How does that work? I don’t understand now. Will someone get back to me?

Chairperson Cardone: This is before the Planning Board right now and a lot of these issues would be addressed at the Planning Board. And you got a notice about this evenings meeting?

Neighbor 1: Yes.

Chairperson Cardone: When there is Public Hearing with the Planning Board, you would get a notice. So, that you could go before the Planning Board and discuss a lot of these issues.

Neighbor 1: All right.

Chairperson Cardone: Right now we’re just considering the one issue, which is the relief that they needed, which was on the second page. It was actually 5 ft for three (3) of the lots.

Mr. Dziegelewski: That is four (4) in the alternate, 15 ft for one lot. 

Chairperson Cardone:  Right.

Mr. McKelvey: You have been before the Planning Board?

Mr. Dziegelewski: Yes, with the Town Planning Board, yes.

Mr. McKelvey: Did they get noticed?

Mr. Vanderbeek: It wasn’t a public hearing.

Chairperson Cardone: They didn’t have a public hearing yet.

Mr. McKelvey: It wasn’t a public hearing, oh, O.K. I am sorry.

Mr. Vanderbeek: The public hearing will be next, after we get the results of this one. 

Chairperson Cardone: Are there any other questions or comments? O.K. Would you state your name and address please?

Neighbor 2:

Looking at this whole diagram, it would be taken into consideration in the future of the Town of Newburgh to put town sewage to eliminate some of these septic tank and wells over here interrupting the water coming down hill. I think for the years that I have been living here, since 1987, I know those lots before those guys ever came in here. I took a walk in those roads in wintertime, summertime. Looking at the latter line, if you notice the hill is not straight down, comes slanted diagonally, from upper right hand corner to the left. A lot of people neighbors, we are living as the lower part towards Hickory Hill Road, the water comes down. As the years go by, the soil gets eroded, gets corrupted underground. Thank the Lord, we never had a problem with the well water, but in the future when these houses are being built – upon removing soil, rocks, tree stumps, perhaps the stone wall, it’s got to be up there somewhere. I think it’s not around here. O.K. And, there is a utility pole, what kind of pole is it? What height is it? It state here, but there is not the height of it. I don’t know what kind of pole is it. Telephone? Electrical? But, I think, personally though, Town sewage would be much more beneficial for you to be able build houses, in the future, back there in those lots, in the future.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.

Mr. Manley: Were you speaking of sewers,      ? Or were you speaking more for drainage run off, storm water?

Neighbor 2: When I say like Town sewage, O.K., it means like, we call black water.

Where we don’t need to use septic tank anymore. The pipes underground, when you take a shower or use the bathroom whatever, it goes underground the pipe is Town sewage. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Manley: O.K. Thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: Are there any other questions or comments? If not, I declare this part of the hearing closed. Thank you.









(Time Noted – 7:20PM)           

DZIEGELEWSKI

(Resumption for decision: 9:00 P.M.)

Chairperson Cardone: The Board is resuming its regular meeting.

On the first application, Joseph & Christine Dziegelewski at 13 Disano Lane, seeking an area variance for lot widths for a four (4) lot subdivision. Do we have discussion on this application? This is a Type II Action under SEQRA. This application had two plans submitted and they were asking us to consider each of those plans. Do I have any discussion from the Board on the two plans?

Mr. McKelvey: I think the second plan made more sense. 

Chairperson Cardone: The second page?

Mr. McKelvey: The second page.

Chairperson Cardone: You are saying the one with the …

Mr. Hughes: Parallel lines.

Chairperson Cardone: Parallel lines.

Mr. McKelvey: Makes more sense.

Mr. Kunkel: And, I tend to agree.

Mr. Manley: It might be a little more work, but I think that in the future it may deter reoccurring visits to Zoning Board in the future if they wish to put a deck on or other …

Mr. Hughes: Yeah, for the purpose of swimming pools or decks and whatever else may arise and sheds.

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Mr. Hughes: I think that the parallel lines relieves this Board and gives the Planning Board what they are looking for all at the same time.  

Chairperson Cardone: And, on that one there were seeking a five foot (5) relief on the lot width on three (3) of the lots.

Mr. Hughes: I would also like to note the concerns about the drainage in that area with the drop to those adjacent properties. That some concern should be addressed there and make a way that whatever comes down off that hill won’t effect existing neighbors.

Chairperson Cardone: Right. And that should be addressed by the Planning Board. Do I have a motion for approval on this application?

Mr. McKelvey: I’ll make a motion we make approval on the drawings on the second page.

Mr. Kunkel: I’ll second that motion.

Mr. McKelvey: Which is parallel lines.

Mr. Kunkel: With equal lots.

Chairperson Cardone: We have a motion and approval. I’ll ask for a roll call vote.

Ms. Gennarelli:

Grace Cardone: Yes

John McKelvey: Yes

Ruth Eaton: Yes

Ronald Hughes: Yes

Robert Kunkel: Yes

James Manley: Yes

Chairperson Cardone:  O.K. the motion is carried.

(Time noted: 9:05 P.M.)   

(Time Noted - 7:21 PM)

April 27, 2006

MC KENNA, SHAWN                                              10 CHRISTIE ROAD

                                                                                    (73-14-12) R-3 ZONE

Applicant is seeking to erect a rear yard deck.

Area variance is for rear yard setback.

Rear yard will be 27’, required 40’ existing 41’. 

Chairperson Cardone: Our next applicant is Shawn McKenna. 

Ms. Gennarelli: All mailings were in order.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.

Mr. McKenna: My name is Shawn McKenna; I am the homeowner and seeking to erect a backyard deck. As it is zoned now, we need 40 ft of depth to the property line in that area. After erecting the deck there will only be 27 ft. So I am looking for a variance to be able to build that deck.

Ms. Eaton: You are not tearing a deck down?

Mr. McKenna: No, there is no existing deck there right now.

Mr. Manley: Do your neighbors have any decks next to you?

Mr. McKenna: Yes, on both sides, both of them have decks.

Mr. Manley: They already have decks. O.K.

Chairperson Cardone: And, what size will the deck be?

Mr. McKenna: It’s going to be 12 out by 16 across.

Mr. McKelvey: It says 14 here.

Mr. McKenna: I am sorry, 14

Mr. McKelvey: 14x16 shows here.

Chairperson Cardone: The request is as 12. 

Mr. McKenna: I might as well make it 12.

Mr. McKelvey: 12, yeah, I am just. I am just saying it showed 12.

Chairperson Cardone: It will make a difference in the setback.

Mr. McKelvey: It is showing 14 and 27ft.

Chairperson Cardone: He’s 41 ft now.

Mr. McKelvey: Yes.

Chairperson Cardone: That would be 29. You requested 27, to play it safe, I believe it would be 27 ft. Even though going out 12, you’re relief is actually 29 ft. Rather than 27, but.

Mr. McKelvey: It’s only that one corner.

Chairperson Cardone: Right. Do we have any other questions from the Board?

Do we have any questions or comments from the public? Please stand, state your name and address. If not, I declare this part of the hearing closed. Thank you.









(Time Noted – 7:24PM)

MC KENNA, SHAWN                                              10 CHRISTIE ROAD

                                                                                    (73-14-12) R-3 ZONE

(Resumption for decision - 9:05PM)

On the application of Shawn McKenna at 10 Christie Road, seeking a variance for a rear yard setback to erect a rear deck.

Mr. Manley: In the discussion, I looked at the plans and it doesn’t appear at all to be excessive, Madam Chair, as well I don’t see any real issues from the neighbors nor it fits with the character of the neighborhood.

Mr. McKelvey: Then, the problem is only that one corner of the porch. 

Mr. Manley: Right.

Chairperson Cardone: And this is a Type II Action under SEQRA. Do I have a motion for approval?

Mr. Manley: I’ll make a motion that we approve. 

Chairperson Cardone: Do I have a second?

Mr. McKelvey: Second.

Chairperson Cardone:  We have a motion and a second. Roll call.

Ms. Gennarelli: 
Grace Cardone:  Yes

John McKelvey: Yes

Ruth Eaton:  Yes

Ronald Hughes:  Yes

Robert Kunkel: Yes

James Manley: Yes

Chairperson Cardone: The motion is carried. 

(Time noted -  9:07 P.M.)

(Time Noted -  7:25 PM)

April 27, 2006

DIXIT, M.D., KRISHNA K.                                             338 MEADOW AVENUE

                                                                                           (66-2-3) I-B ZONE

Applicant is seeking to erect an addition on an existing building.

Area variances for side yards and rear yard depth requested.

One side yard, proposed 12 ft, required 30 ft, both side yards, proposed 52 ft, required 80 ft, and rear yard depth, proposed 44 ft, required 60 ft.

Chairperson Cardone: Our next applicant is Krishna K. Dixit, M.D. 

Ms. Gennarelli: All mailings were in order. 

Mr. Shaw: Good evening, my name is Greg Shaw with Shaw Engineering and I am representing Dr. Krishna Dixit tonight on this public hearing for a variance application. Since the last time we went before this Board, there has been some reduction in the amount of variances that we are requesting. Tonight we are requesting three (3) variances for one side yard, both side yards and rear depth. There is no variance for parking spaces. We have reduced the building sufficiently to eliminate that request. So, there are really only three variances we’re here for. Very briefly, the property is 338 Meadow Avenue; it is located on the North side in the IB Zone. This parcel of land is approximately 15,000 sq ft and it is in the Interchange Business zone, which requires a minimum of 40,000 sq ft. Because this lot was created when this section of the Town was in a Business zone, it is a pre-existing non-conforming condition. We are asking the Board to consider the variances, tonight, for a one-yard setback of 18 ft; we are required to provide 30 in the IB zone. We are providing 18. Both side yards we are obligated to provide 80 and we are providing 52, so we are asking for a variance of 28. And finally, we are obligated to provide a rear yard depth of 60 ft and we are providing 44 for a rear yard set back of 16 ft. Just lets take a second to describe Dr. Dixit’s operation. He is a one-man physician who has two employees. I have been inside this building. It’s a little under 1200 sq ft and very tight quarters. What he is proposing to construct a new addition of just under 1200 ft also. This is, I believe, about 600 ft less than the last presentation before this Board. It is for Dr. Dixit’s sole use. There will be no other Doctors. And, he will not be hiring any other employees. Presently it is himself and two employees and he does not intend on hiring anyone else, if he is granted the variances and hopefully builds this addition. One of the criteria with granted variances whether it has an impact on the character of the neighborhood. The majority of the parcels in this area are of the same size, approximately 15,000 sq ft, again being previously a B zone, which that was the minimum lot size at that time. When you look at the variances that we are requesting compared to the adjacent parcels, it is really not substantial. With respect to the one side yard lot line, which we currently have of 12 ft, that exists, we are not creating that. We are building along that building face. So, not encroaching any further to our neighbor to the left. With respect to our neighbor to the east, which is the Construction Contractors Association we are going to be having a setback of 40 ft from that property line. We are going to be farther from that property line than the Construction Contractors’ building. They are approximately 20 ft right now and if the addition, if the variances are granted for the addition will be twice that. It will be 40 ft. And with respect for our variance for both side lot lines, if the variances are granted we will be in excess of that is being provided by the Construction Contractors’ property. And with respect to the final variance which is the rear yard setback as I have presented at previous meetings that that is a blank wall of the Showtime Cinemas. And I really don’t believe that asking for a variance of 16 ft with a rear yard setback is going to effect their operation whatsoever. So, that concludes my presentation.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have any questions or comments from the Board?

Mr. Hughes: I don’t see any dimensions on the site plan that you presented here with this package that shows the difference in what you intend to extend from that building. Do I have the right package?

Mr. Shaw: I don’t know what you have sir.

Mr. Hughes: Your letter here says there are nine (9) copies of the new office addition for residence dated August 31st, the only letters that I have are dated September.

Mr. Shaw: Are you looking for dimensions of the new addition?

Mr. Hughes: Yeah

Mr. Shaw: O.K. there they are the drawing, 20 ft, 47 ft, 34, 17 ft.

Mr. Hughes: So, basically you have the same request as you had the last time you were before us, but you’ve reduced?

Mr. Shaw: No, we have reduced the building by 600 sq ft and eliminated the need for any variances for parking spaces.

Mr. Hughes: Is that by taking the top floor off of it?

Mr. Shaw: No, no, there was no top floor. And, what we have also done by reducing the 600 sq ft, we have also increased the setbacks to the adjacent property lines from our previous presentation. So, the variances are less in all three categories and we eliminated one in its entirety, that being the parking.

Mr. Hughes: Thank you for answering that.

Mr. Manley: Mr. Shaw I think one of the areas that I had concern with is in maintaining the character of the neighborhood the question I asked you and I went back and looked at the minutes was the Contractors, next door, of the Hudson Valley was approximately 2500 sq ft and you were actually looking to build something much larger than that with pretty much the same size property. If not, your property is a little bit more narrow, so I want to say that you have addressed at least my one concern, which you have made the building less than double what it was before.

Mr. Shaw: And, we will be less than Construction Contractors. They are about 25 – 2600. 

Mr. Manley: Correct. This ends up

Mr. Shaw: And we are going to be under 2400.

Mr. Manley: Correct. So, you have addressed one of the concerns that I had before. I realize that you’re within the requirement with regard to parking which is 12 spots. You had 12 spots; you were showing 12 spots before.

Mr. Shaw: That has not changed in any of the applications.

Mr. Manley: Correct. You were looking at having 14 previous to that under the original plan.

Mr. Shaw: O.K. Yes, 14, 15, I forget which.

Mr. Manley: Although it is not required, I would encourage you if you can get in more spaces it certainly would be obviously to your clients benefit in that a lot of times appointments back up and parking can become an issue and there is no parking on the roadway.

Mr. Shaw: I understand that. As again, we are providing 12 spaces and 3 will be for employees. 

Mr. Manley: Right, which means nine (9) for patients.

Mr. Shaw: Nine (9) for patients and I know a Doctor can fill up the examination rooms pretty good. But, nine spaces is an awful lot for one physician. So, he feels confident that nine is enough, but your point is well taken but, if we could squeeze another one in, it would only be to his benefit.

Ms. Eaton: Can you put the employee parking in the back?

Mr. Shaw: I don’t think the Planning Board would like that and in order to put it in the back I would have to have a 8 ft, 18 ft deep (inaudible) with a 25 ft back out. 18 ft space, excuse me, with a 25ft back out. That is 43 ft, something of that nature. And, our rear yard setback is only 44 ft. So, I mean, I would be right up to the property line and I am sure that would not satisfy the Planning Board.

Ms. Eaton: Thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions? Any questions or comments from the public?

Yes, please state your name and address.

Neighbor 1: Neighbor 1, Starrow Drive and I am going to have to see about the size of the project is reduced, but I still do have concerns about the size of that project on that lot, the character of the neighborhood and the fact that there are three variances asking for. I think that that is a lot of space.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you. I would like to read into the record a communication from Richard O’Beirne regarding the variance application of Dr. Krishna Dixit. Dear Zoning Board Members, I am writing this letter in support of the variance application of Dr. Krishna Dixit whose property abuts my office on Meadow Avenue. It is my understanding that Dr. Dixit’s variances pertain to the setback distances of his addition to his property lines. Due to the character of Meadow Avenue, I do not believe that granting these variances will have a negative effect on the neighborhood. I support this statement by the fact that a number of properties along Meadow Avenue currently have buildings that encroach into the required setbacks. In summary, Dr. Dixit has been a good neighbor, maintains his property and should be allowed to expand his medical practice to better serve his patients. Sincerely, Richard O’Beirne, Executive Director of the Construction Contractors Association. Do we have any other comments from the public? 

Mr. Shaw: Could I just make one final comment? 

Chairperson Cardone: Yes.

Mr. Shaw: This Board has spent a lot of time reviewing this application.

Chairperson Cardone: Correct.

Mr. Shaw: And, I thank you for it and so does Dr. Dixit. If you feel that the variances tonight are still excessive. O.K., we would like some feedback on what you think may be appropriate. So, maybe there might be some resolution to this tonight. Thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.








(Time Noted – 7:34 P.M.)  

DIXIT, M.D., KRISHNA K.                                             338 MEADOW AVENUE

                                                                                           (66-2-3) I-B ZONE

(Resumption for decision - 9:07PM)

Chairperson Cardone: On the application of Krishna Dixit, at 338 Meadow Avenue, seeking an area variance for side yard and rear yard setbacks to erect an addition on an existing building. This is a Type II Action under SEQRA. Do I have discussion on this application? 

Mr. Hughes: Yes. Is Mr. Shaw still here? Mr. Shaw. 

Mr. Shaw: Yes.

Mr. Hughes: You had asked us for some sort of direction on this thing. Do you have any offers that you can offer to us in the reduction in the size of that building as it is?

Mr. Shaw: We truly asked this Board’s decision as to what you think is appropriate. We have made our best pitch possible. If the Board really has an objection for variances that you think are excessive, they’re more than what you think are appropriate numbers. O.K.

Then, I would just ask you to pass the variance with what you think is appropriate. I am hoping to make myself clear, but I don’t, I don’t know if it’s right for us to negotiate where we would just accept whatever you felt this Board could live with. I mean, what we would like to have is what we presented to the Board. If you feel that that’s excessive and you have numbers that you feel would be more in line, then we would accept those numbers. 

Mr. Hughes: I agree with you. It’s really not an opportunity for either one of us to renegotiate, so to speak. But, you’ve reduced the size of the building down a little bit.

Mr. Shaw: It’s down a 1000 sq ft from our initial proposal. It’s 600 sq ft from our last proposal. 

Mr. Hughes: Hm, hm. I have nothing further.

Chairperson Cardone: I personally feel that the applicant has made a sincere effort to listen to the comments that we’ve made in the past, when they have been before us twice before. Certainly they took care of the parking problem, which we had addressed and were quite concerned about. And, as Mr. Shaw stated its 1000 sq ft than the initial proposal they sent to us. That is my feeling on it.

Mr. Hughes: O.K. I would like one other clarification, if you could. I have three letters. They are all dated the same date but they all have different numbers on them. One of them describes a minimum side yard of 80 and proposed 52. The next …

Chairperson Cardone: What they did, Ron on that, was that the initial letter came from the Planning Board. And, each time they came back we told them to make the change on letter so that we could see what the new dimensions were.

Mr. Hughes. Hm Hm.

Chairperson Cardone: And that’s why there are three letters.

Mr. Hughes: O.K. What I was looking for was the final dimensions.

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Mr. Hughes: It’s been revised several times here according to the package that we have.

Mr. Shaw: It should be in your current application.

Mr. McKelvey: They all have the same date on the letter.

Chairperson Cardone: It’s there.

Mr. Shaw: Yes, I understand that and what I did with each and every letter is I amended the numbers and I noted in the bottom of the letter that it was done by myself to reflect the current application for you.

Mr. Hughes: O.K. I’ll check that out. Thank you for answering those questions.

Mr. McKelvey: I feel they have made a real good attempt to get it down to more reasonable.

Mr. Manley: I would tend to lean towards what Mr. McKelvey and the Chair have indicated. There has been a dramatic work done on the part of the applicant from reducing that 1000, original 1000 sq ft above what it is. I think that the Town in their wisdom of requiring of 40,000 sq ft is … we have an existing lot and I think that the applicant is trying to make an attempt to make something now fit within the boundaries of the size of the lot. Before it was just, unfortunately, it was too big before for the size of the lot. I think that I can live with where it’s out right now. Just my opinion.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have any other discussion? Do we have a motion for approval on this application?

Ms. Eaton: I’ll make a motion to approve.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have a second?

Mr. McKelvey: I’ll second.

Chairperson Cardone: O.K. we have a motion. Roll Call.

Ms. Gennarelli: 
Grace Cardone:  Yes

John McKelvey: Yes

Ruth Eaton:  Yes

Ronald Hughes:  No

Robert Kunkel: Yes

James Manley: Yes

Chairperson Cardone: The motion is carried. 

(Time noted -  9:09 P.M.)

(Time Noted - 7:35 PM)

April 27, 2006

BOWMAN, JOHN                                                    15 PILLA DRIVE

                                                                                   (7-1-18.4) A/R ZONE

Applicant is seeking variances to keep prior built pool house (accessory building).

Area variances for distance from main building, required 10 ft, existing 100 inches and maximum height is 15’, building is set 4’ off ground, height of building is  .

Chairperson Cardone: Our next applicant John Bowman.  Are the mailings in order?

Ms. Gennarelli: Yes, the mailings were in order.

Chairperson Cardone: O.K. Now you may start. 

Mr. Bowman: Two variances, one for … this is for a pool house I am putting in back of my home. One is for the height of the building; the height of the building is just under 16 ft and the Town requires a height of 15. And also the distance from the house, the distance from the house is about 8-½ ft and the Town requires 10 ft. So, those are the two variances that are required. 

Chairperson Cardone: On your original building permit did you have the right figures on that or was this built without a building permit?

Mr. Bowman: It was a prior built.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have questions from the Board?

Ms. Eaton: Do you need it to be that high? It’s lifted off the ground. It couldn’t be ground level?

Mr. Bowman: No, the back of the property slopes down which makes the deck come off level which is 4 ft. I am starting at 4 ft high to begin with.

Mr. Manley: What alerted you to the fact that there was a problem with regard to the pool house?

Mr. Bowman: Well, I went and got the building permit. I had them come over. That’s when I found out that it wasn’t within the specs.

Mr. Manley: Right, but, how did you find out that you needed a building permit to do it after it was constructed? What led to you, was it a mortgage or?

Mr. Bowman: No.

Mr. Manley: Was there a

Mr. Bowman: No, no.

Mr. Manley: C.O. did you need to get?

Mr. Bowman: A couple of friends came over and started up and its like, we got it started. It was up and it was framed and its like, I got to get a building permit and then went and got it.

Mr. Manley: O.K.

Chairperson Cardone: That is why it’s a good idea to get the building permit first.

Mr. McKelvey: Permit first.

Mr. Bowman: Yes, it is. My mistake.

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions from the Board? Do we have any questions or comments from the public? If so, please stand; state your name and address. They’re being none I declare this part of the hearing closed. 








(Time Noted – 7:38 PM)

BOWMAN, JOHN                                                    15 PILLA DRIVE

                                                                                   (7-1-18.4) A/R ZONE

(Resumption for decision - 9:09PM)

Chairperson Cardone: On the application of John Bowman, at 15 Pilla Drive, seeking a 

variance for an accessory building set back from the main building and for maximum height. This a Type II Action under SEQRA. Do we have discussion on this application?

Mr. Manley: Is the applicant still here?

Chairperson Cardone: Yes, he is.

Mr. Manley: Mr. Bowman, if you would, could you just tell the Board what you currently store or use the Pool house for.

Mr. Bowman: Nothing. It’s not completed. It’s just …

Mr. Manley: O.K., but when it is completed what is the purpose of the building going to be?

Mr. Bowman: It will have a table and just for the sun. The reason for it is that the backyard gets all sun. So, basically it’s just for cover.

Mr. Manley: O.K.

Mr. Bowman: That is what it’s going to be used for.

Chairperson Cardone: Will it have electric?

Mr. Bowman: No.

Mr. Manley: Any type of plumbing or any type of appliances in it at all?

Mr. Bowman: No.

Mr. McKelvey: Storing chemicals?

Mr. Bowman: No, chemicals will be, actually they’re behind the pool in a plastic enclosable place for the chemicals. So, no.

Mr. McKelvey: We would feel, I think, it would too dangerous to put it close to the house that’s why we are asking.

Mr. Bowman: Understood.

Mr. Manley: So then, it’s just going to be a vacant shell that you’re, just a retreat to go into from the sun. Is that what I am understanding?

Mr. Bowman: It’s part of the deck, last year I put a deck onto this, off the back of the house to a pool with the intentions of making this deck larger at some point in time. I had all the footings inspected for this existing (inaudible) pool house that I put up. But, I decided not to do it. So, everything is there. It was intended to finish it at some point in time, it just happened sooner than later. But, the intention of it is just to go out, off the deck into this pool house.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have a motion for approval on this application?

Mr. McKelvey: I’ll make a motion we approve. 

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have a second?

Mr. Kunkel: I’ll second.

Chairperson Cardone:  We have a motion. Can we have a Roll call?

Ms. Gennarelli: 
Grace Cardone:  Yes

John McKelvey: Yes

Ruth Eaton:  Yes

Ronald Hughes:  Yes

Robert Kunkel: Yes

James Manley: Yes

Chairperson Cardone: The motion is carried. 

(Time noted -  9:11 P.M.)

(Time Noted 7:39 PM)

April 27, 2006

NOTO, KRISTOPHER                                           165 SOUTH PLANK ROAD

                                                                                 (64-2-8.2) B ZONE

Applicant is seeking variances to erect 2-story Commercial Building with retail and office space.

Area variances for lot depth; front yard(s) set back(s) on State Roads are required and allowable signage.

Six mailing addresses were omitted by the Assessor’s Office. When the error was brought to the attention of the Zoning Secretary, the omitted names and addresses were noticed directly from the Zoning Office by both regular first class and certified mail, return receipt requested. With this, all mailings were in order.

Chairperson Cardone: Our next applicant is Kristopher Noto. First have you given your mailing receipts to the Secretary?

Ms. Gennarelli: The mailings were in order. We did have a problem with the list and I noticed the applicants’ addresses that were not noticed myself, by first class mail and by return receipt requested - certified.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.

Ms. Gennarelli: Thank you.

Mr. Brown: This is a commercial piece on Route 52 existing parcel. Before I get into the proposed development, the majority of the variances that are requested are based upon the actual existing lot geometry.

Mr. Hughes: Please identify yourself for the record.

Mr. Brown: Sorry.

Mr. Hughes: Identify yourself for the record.

Mr. Brown: Charles Brown, Charlie Brown, Engineer for the applicant. Because the lot is between two streets, we have 

Audience Member: Can you speak up, so we can hear you?

Mr. Brown: Because the lot is between two streets, we have two front yard setbacks, which based upon the code …

Chairperson Cardone: If you want to use the mic, you can just lift it off the stand.

Mr. Brown: Can you hear me now?

Ms. Gennarelli: The mic  comes off the stand sir. You can use that.

Ms Cardone: Right.

Mr. Brown: Do you want me to start over?

Ms. Cardone: Yes, go ahead.

Mr. Brown: The existing parcel is commercial, zoned B. It’s narrow and it’s between two streets, so the front yard setbacks overlap leaving no build able area. In addition to that it doesn’t meet the lot depth. Now those are parameters of the existing lot and that’s the basis of the majority of the variances requested, which are lot depth, the code requires 125 ft; we have from 60 to 80 ft roughly of the build able areas and we are requesting front yard setback variances for Route 52 where 60 ft is required and we are proposing a 20 ft setback and a front yard on Old Post Road which would be 40 required, we are requesting a variance down to 15 ft. Again, those parameters are lot specific they have nothing to do with the proposed project. But, I will get into the proposed project, which is a 4000 sq ft commercial building. Lower level 2000 sq ft would be retail; the upper level would be 2000 sq ft of office. The plan that you see in front of you has been before the Planning Board. This is a second iteration. We came in with a much larger building and they threw us out essentially. But, we meet all development standards as far as the building and parking itself and based upon that we got the referral to the Zoning Board for the variances. The other variance requested is for an additional sign because we have proposed to segregate the parking between the two uses. We would like to have two free standing signs, one for the office and one for the retail. Because the variances are due to the lot itself, they are not self-induced. This neighborhood is business. The proposal would be in character with what is in the neighborhood now and in some cases actually improve the neighborhood. The Planning Board has asked us to work with the proposal for some of the adjoining lots to kind of merge the architectural look of the buildings so that there is some continuity in the area. As you can see the building to the southeast of us is an existing commercial building which is actually much closer to both the front yard, the both front yards and side yard setback and addition that lot is actually narrower than ours. So our proposal is less impactful than that existing building. There is really no other way to achieve what our proposal is on this lot without the variances, other than the sign variance and its, again, not going to be detrimental to the neighborhood.

Chairperson Cardone: This is all considered one lot here? 

Mr. Brown: Yes it is now, both pieces are separated by South Plank Road, but, we are looking at just the piece that we are proposing. And as far as lot and everything else that is still meets. The Planning Board has asked us to you know have those separated by deed so they would become separate parcels and we are in the process of doing that.

Chairperson Cardone: You are looking to do that?

Mr. Brown: Yes.

Chairperson Cardone: Otherwise you have the two buildings on one lot.

Mr. Brown: Well that’s why, I am sure, why the Planning Board to that and we are in the process of doing that. So, that its, I a mean it’s a de-facto subdivision because it is separated between a Town road.

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions from the Board?

Mr. Hughes: Have you made any applications from the DOT for curb cuts, since I see you have three locations here.

Mr. Brown: The one location off of Old Plank Road it doesn’t need a DOT approval. We have met the DOT out there and we are working with them. They said it was approval, but they would prefer a single entrance so, that is what we are working on right now. That would not affect very much the reset of the layout. The single entrance would be the closest one to the building, right.

Mr. Hughes: But, one of the concerns that I have is there a lot of curb cuts here from the drive in and the bowling alley and the diner, everything up and down both sides of 52, which is a State Highway.

Mr. Brown: Right, that’s why we need the DOT.

Mr. Hughes: That’s why I am talking about the DOT cut, but, then you have an equal amount of problems with traffic on the side as well.

Mr. Brown: Well again the parking lot that is coming off of Old Post Road that is to service the office building. So, there wouldn’t be a lot of volume there. And, again that is why I put that on that side because they know where they work, hopefully.

Mr. Hughes: And, who owns this 20 ft right of way back here.

Mr. Brown: That is part of this parcel and that right of way, that’s actually an easement. It’s not a right of way; it’s an easement for drainage, which was given to given to the carpet, the new carpet building going across the street.

Mr. Hughes: Is that for that store that’s going to be around there. 

Mr. Brown: No it’s just for a storm drain.

Mr. Hughes: Storm water only?

Mr. Brown: Storm water only. And we actually have a letter that I don’t know if this Board received, but we could provide that to you. That as neighbors across the street, they are behind us on this project.

Mr. Hughes: The other issue that Grace brought up was the fact that you are asking for an opportunity to approve another building and basically you only have one lot with the two parcels together at this point. Even though it is a de facto subdivision, its not a deeded narrative and that has to be done first. 

Mr. Brown: And again, that is in the process of being done. That is a legal matter that the attorney is working on now, to create two separate parcels. 

Chairperson Cardone: Has that gone before the Planning Board?

Mr. Brown: This project has been before the Planning Board yes.

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Mr. Brown: And that was one of the things that 

Mr. McKelvey: To sub divide.

Chairperson Cardone: To change the sub division?  

Mr. Brown: They said we didn’t need their approval on that because it’s; again, a de facto subdivision that my clients’ attorney just file separated deeds.

Mr. Hughes: You are both right, but the problem is this. It’s a de facto subdivision by right of the road cutting the parcels in half. But, this Board is not entitled to review or approve putting two buildings on one parcel. And right now, legally you have one parcel. So, I don’t even know if we can even rule on this.

Mr. Brown: Well, can we do it as a condition? Because, that’s you know how the lawyers are. 

Mr. Hughes: Yeah. 

Ms. Martini: Yes.

Mr. Hughes: We have ours right here today. You know what we have here, I don’t even know if we entitled to rule on this.

Mr. McKelvey: Should be deeded out first?

Mr. Hughes: Deeded and narrated.

Chairperson Cardone: In any case, we haven’t received a response back from the County yet, from the Department of Planning.

Mr. Hughes: Not on any of these.

Chairperson Cardone: On this, so, we wouldn’t be able to make a decision this evening anyway.

Ms. Martini: It is definitely something you should work on securing.

Mr. Brown: Thanks for that. I have no problems taking orders. Any other questions?

Chairperson Cardone: Any questions from the Board? Any questions or comments from the public? Please state your name and address.

Ms. Gennarelli: Could you give him the microphone please. And, put it back. Thank you.

Neighbor 1: Neighbor 1, South Plank Road. I own the piece of property adjoining the parcel that we are speaking about. 41 years ago, when my dad purchased that piece of property, he was told at that point in time that there was not enough depth off the road to make any type of commercial business. And, then years later, I would say probably 20; encouraged me to pursue it and see if anything had changed. And, I was told no, so, that’s why I never pursued doing anything with it. I believe the ‘neighbors’ family owned it at that time and they weren’t interested in doing either of the above. So, I was just wondering why now it could be changed over to what years ago was not allowed.

Mr. Hughes: That is why they are here. This is a way to relieve landowners from legal restrictions on properties. When someone comes to the Zoning Board, there is something bad going on to begin with or they wouldn’t be here.

Neighbor 1: Right.

Mr. Hughes: So, the Planning Board isn’t saying, yes you can build on it. The Planning Board is saying that if you can convince us and get the variance for this, that there may be a possibility.

Neighbor 1: O.K.

Mr. Hughes: That’s how it works.

Chairperson Cardone: And then the job is to convince them.

Neighbor 1: Well, like I am saying, I was told that there wasn’t enough depth to do that.

Mr. Hughes: They told you right. 

Neighbor 1: So. That would be my question.

Mr. Hughes: Maybe the engineer could explain the use, the differences in what they are looking for and what is there?

Mr. Brown: O.K. The code requires a lot of depth of 125 ft. This lot does not meet that. The depth ranges from 60 ft to (inaudible). The process is we go to the Planning Board with a plan; it doesn’t give me the Zoning Boards lot doesn’t meet the depth. In addition to that, the required set backs off of the property lines for front yards because of the depth of the lot overlap, which leaves us very little area. So, they referred us here to the Zoning Board. The Zoning Board’s purpose is to review our application for specifically as it applies to the rules and our request for relief of some of those rules and then decide; well who ever told you would apply was right. 

Neighbor 1: O.K.

Mr. Brown: And, that’s why we are here.

Neighbor 1: Thank you.

Mr. Manley: Mr. Brown I have the magic question of the evening tonight. And, that is,

If the applicant or the individual you are working for when you initially took this project on and you decided to come up with an idea to build this; obviously you probably being an engineer and being very astute at what you are doing, probably checked the bulk requirements prior to even going to the Planning Board.

Mr. Brown: Of course.

Mr. Manley: So, the big question is, why if you knew when you presenting the project to the Planning Board that it didn’t meet the requirements then, why wouldn’t your first step be to ask an interpretation or go before the ZBA. Attempt to get insight from the ZBA first, as opposed to going through the tremendous expense of going to the Planning Board first.

Mr. Brown: Essentially, we actually can’t come to the Zoning Board without the referral from the Planning Board. And, particularly this project

Chairperson Cardone: That’s not true.

Mr. Brown: Well, particularly on this project for an interpretation or for a decision? 

Mr. Hughes: Both

Mr. Brown: A decision on a rejection or a referral. It’s right on the application.

Chairperson Cardone: Right, from the Building Department. Not everyone comes to us from the Planning Board is what I am saying. Applicants come to us from the Planning Board or they come to us from the Building Department.

Mr. Brown: You do need a referral one way or an other.

Chairperson Cardone: Yes, that’s correct.

Mr. Hughes: Or, a rejection.

Mr. Brown: Or, a rejection. I would have to have put a plan for the Building Department anyway to get a rejection from them and really to do this, I like to only bother you guys once on a project. Then, it also helps if the Planning Board, you know, has seen what we are doing and is behind it. You know, I prefer, you know, to come to the Board that way, we have a viable project here, and, you know, what we are asking for is really what we need and then no more.

Chairperson Cardone: I’d just like to make a correction. Mr. Hughes made that statement before. When the Planning Board sends someone to us, they are not sending the person to us, or the project to us with a recommendation. They very clearly do not make a recommendation. They simply send it to us.

Mr. Brown: By sending it to you that they are behind the project and I say that because the first time we were before the Planning Board, they said forget about it, they kicked us out and that’s the previous plan I had that shows 5000 plus building. So, in other words the Planning Board refers us to you when they are comfortable with the project. That’s the point that they do that.

Mr. Manley: In concept. Not necessarily, it doesn’t necessarily mean that they are going to approve it. They are

Mr. Brown: I didn’t say they are guaranteed approval.

Mr. Manley: Right.

Mr. Hughes: If I may, I’ll read a letter here. It’s a short one. And, it will maybe self-explanatory in nature. I believe that the Attorney for the Planning Board always writes to us generically and in a neutral zone.

Chairperson Cardone: Correct. 

Mr. Hughes: So, I will read to you, verbatim. For members of the Board, I write to you as the Attorney for the Planning Board, the above referenced applicant has applied to the Town of Newburgh’s Planning Board for approval of a site plan to construct a 5000 sq ft, 2-story commercial building. This April 9th, by the way.

Mr. Brown: And, that is where its 4000 sq ft now.

Mr. Hughes: O.K. so, and that’s why I pointed that out, because the footage was wrong. But, nonetheless the Planning Board now writes to you to refer this matter for consideration of variances. A front yard variance is required on Route 52, 20 ft provided, 60 required. That’s a third. A front yard variance on Old South Plank Road, 15 provided, 40 required. And, for a minimum lot depth, 62 provided, 125 required. And, that’s all they said. So, traditionally their position is always a neutral and a referral is a matter of process and procedure and but not with any kind of blessing.

Mr. Brown: Right, again, but they will not refer us until they are comfortable with the plan for referral.

Mr. McKelvey: Well

Mr. Hughes: That’s not always true.

Mr. McKelvey: I don’t think it’s always true either.

Mr. Brown: Well, that’s what they did with the project.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have any other questions or comments from the public? I have a letter here to read into the record. There is another comment? I’ll read this and then I’ll here you. BC&N Carpet One, this is addressed to the Planning and Zoning Board, the owner’s of the BC&N Carpet One, residing on South Plank Road, would like Mr. Noto to know that we have no problem supporting Mr. Noto in any variances or approvals needed for him to erect a building on his property. Sincerely, Brian McKutchen & Christine McKutchen. And now

Neighbor 2: Neighbor 2, South Plank Road, the building that is on the other side of this property. Neighbor 1 was to the east, to the west. Our building is to the east. And, my concern is putting such a building in a small space. Is that dangerous? I don’t know, it seems that you are squishing; you’re putting a very large entity in a very small space. What about traffic? When we had our, to give you an example, when we first bought our building there, there was none of the dividers between that lot. And, I was in the middle of the parking lot one day and I am sweeping the parking lot and a kid went by on a bicycle. And, before we had the buffers there, they used to cut through the lots. I know that is not the circumstance here, but there is always a danger someplace. As I was sweeping the parking lot, one car cut across this way and the other one that way, the kid fell off the bicycle and I am here leaning on my broom. There is always a danger. That’s a very, it’s a tricky road that road is also. So, the problem I’ve got, I am not against progress in any way, but the thing is it has to be done correctly. The building is too big. You know it doesn’t look like it belongs there. It looks like it’s out of place. It ought to be thought through very, very deeply. And, Brian I am familiar with. We sold him the property he is putting that building on now. So, I talk to him and I know the way he feels about progress in the area also. And, I agree. Let people do things when it is done the proper way. But, the thing is it’s dangerous. Something like that might be dangerous. So, that ought to be addressed in maybe a different way. Maybe, that building is too big. Maybe, we are asking too much. And, on that road at night and I am there 25 years, they go past these properties on South Plank Road, 50, 60 miles an hour. In fact, I remember Mr. Noto’s property, one night a car hydroplaned up on his lawn, doing about 40 – 50 miles an hour. The guy got out of the car, pushed it off his lawn and proceeded down the road. So, you know, when you back in and out of these places from both sides of the street that is a dangerous thing. And especially when you are going around that turn as you start to bank towards Neighbor 1’s building. They have a tendency to speed, because everybody who comes down that road to the right hand side wants to beat the red light, come past my store, hit the V and go down to the next red light. So, there is always a bad, a mad rush and there is more of a mad rush today with all the people moving into the area. So, that’s a concern I got with putting a building right there. If somebody older backs out, right around that turn, right where this building would be, that is really dangerous. And, I’ve seen an accident there. I think it was 3 or 4 months ago. And, the thing is that’s got to be addressed if this thing gets approved. So, wherever an exit would be on the Old South Plank Road side, it should be off a curb. How big is the building? What is the sq ft?

Mr. Brown: 4000 sq ft 2-story, 2000 sq ft per floor.

Neighbor 2: What’s the length and the depth?

Mr. Brown: About 28 x 72 roughly.

Neighbor 2: That’s a pretty small box. But, you know you have to deal with what you have to deal with. I understand that. But, you know. So, I am talking about safety. I am talking about these kids in the neighborhood. I am talking about skateboarders. I am talking about kids on bicycles, stuff like that, so.

Mr. Brown: I would to respond to that. We have intentionally made it so that there is no way to get through from South Plank to Old.

Neighbor 2: Ah hah.

Mr. Brown: To Old Plank, the office building fronts off Old South Plank – one entrance. All the parking is set up so that it’s internal compartment. Nobody can be backing out to the streets.

Neighbor 2: Nobody can back onto South Plank?

Mr. Brown: No.

Neighbor 2: Nor off of 52?

Mr. Brown: This parking lot is for the office that’s upstairs. That is all off of Old South Plank. They have maneuvering room in there. They don’t back out. They come in they park, they turn around they go out front.

Neighbor 2: Is this the way to get out here?

Mr. Brown: Yes.

Neighbor 2: O.K.

Mr. Brown: With the parking for the retail there is a one-way entrance in and a one-way entrance out. Again, all the maneuvering room they need. Nobody will be backing onto the highway. And again, it doesn’t connect through. So, nobody can come through here at high speed and nobody will be backing into the roads. So and again, this is one of the reasons we do this much work before we come to the Zoning Board. 

Neighbor 2: I understand. And here, this to me, right here, that is a pretty critical juncture, right there. You’ve got cars coming from this way. This is where the speeders start to accelerate. Right there. Right at that intersection, right where (inaudible) comes to. And, that’s you know, this is interesting, what you are telling me. But, the thing is the safety thing is that particular exit where you might get clipped on. You know, as you go down this road and start to make the turn, it’s more or less a blind spot. So, those are my feelings. Thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: O.K Thank you. 

Neighbor 3: My name is Neighbor 3 and I live at ___ Old South Plank Road. The accident that Neighbor 2 is talking about happened right in my front yard. It was absolutely horrible. We were having dinner. We heard a crash. Somebody came out of the parking lot, a car racing down the road, hit the van, knocked this lady through my hedges into my tree. She had 2 babies in the car. It was horrible. And, that is the accident he is talking about. My concern too is safety. I have 5 grandchildren. The cars are crazy on that road. What is, where is the parking going to be for this building? Do you have enough parking spaces for this building?

Mr. Brown: Yes.

Chairperson Cardone: Well, they do have enough parking.

Neighbor 3: There is enough parking?

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Neighbor 3: What is going to stop the people from coming out of the office or out of the retail store and going to Neighbor 1’s parking lot and coming out that way onto Old South Plank Road? There is nothing.

Mr. Brown: Actually, the trees will be left in between and there is a curb. So, they wouldn’t be able to that. 

Neighbor 3: I also agree with Neighbor 1 and Neighbor 2 that we are talking about a 2-story building, you know, a big building on a little piece of property. And, a neighbors was told, not that long ago, when her son was interested in buying the property Mr. Noto purchased that you could not build on that. So, I mean there is a lot of concerns. The road is a bad road. It’s terrible. And, the more traffic, the more buildings you are putting up, it’s just to let you know, it’s more traffic. There is a safety issue. I am not against people putting up buildings or anything. But, it is a safety issue and it is a big 2-story building. What is it going to look like here? I mean we have to be concerned about that too. What is the building going to look like, next to Neighbor 1’s building? Neighbor 1’s got a 1-story building. Now that’s a 2-story building. You know, we live in the Town and I have lived here 43 years and believe me when I moved there it was all woods. I didn’t see a car for months. Now, I can hardly back out of my driveway with the traffic. That’s why I am here.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you.

Ms. Gaydos: Thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: Yes.

Neighbor 4: Neighbor 4, South Plank Road, I agree with these folks with their concerns and I am totally against this project. There is more than enough retail stores, we’ve got plenty on South Plank Road. Thank you very much.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you. Any other comments?

Ms. Gaydos: Excuse me. 

Chairperson Cardone: Yes.

Neighbor 3: Will we be notified of any other meetings coming up?

Chairperson Cardone: Yes, in fact I am not closing this meeting on this particular item. This will be held open until next month, because we have not received any communication yet from the Orange County Department of Planning. So, this will be held open until next month.

Neighbor 3: Are we going to receive letters?

Chairperson Cardone: Not on, no, when it is held open you get that notification here at this meeting. However, if it is at the Planning Board level you will get a notice from them when they hold the public hearing and they address things such as traffic and a lot of the issues you are concerned with tonight.

Mr. Brown: We also are required to do, to the review process with the Planning Board too. Similarly, after we get through this stage we go back to the Planning Board and that’s where the issue of traffic and safety and all of that are addressed by myself. And, with that process we will be rendering (inaudible)

Neighbor 3: I think, unless you live on the road, if you live on that road, you know how the safety is and it’s rough. I mean it’s a hard road. 

Chairperson Cardone: I do want to point out that all Board Members do make site inspections of all of the items that are on the agenda. We do go to the properties and we look at the properties so that we get an idea of exactly what you are talking about.

Neighbor 3: O.K. Thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: Yes.

Neighbor 5: Neighbor 5, Old South Plank Road, I probably have one of the busier businesses on that road. When Kris bought that piece of property, what are you told that you can put on a tiny, little piece of wooded grass? When you originally buy something like that knowing that it doesn’t have the depth that Neighbor 1’s father was told 41 years ago. You know, to come in and say that you are going to want to put a 2-story, 4000 sq ft building is that even something can even slightly be considered on a tiny little piece of land? 

Chairperson Cardone: As was stated, that is why they are here before us, in order to get that relief.

Neighbor 5: Right, but, you know, I guess what I am trying to as somebody who doesn’t anything about, you know, how things work. Is Mr. Noto under the impression that this is something that could feasibly happen on that land? Is there a possibility? With the way things, I live on Starrow Drive. I deal with King Buffet, Auto Palace, if anybody had told me moving to Starrow Drive I would be hearing thumpdida, thumpdida, thumpdida, thump all night long from the boom boxes, I would have told you, you are crazy. So, now with the property on Old South Plank Road, is there a big consideration that a 2-story building would be allowed on that piece of land, with you accepting a variance? Because that’s basically what he is asking for. Do you all give me permission to do this? 

Mr. McKelvey: The thing you have to understand is if we grant these variances, it doesn’t mean the Planning Board is going to grant him that building.

Neighbor 5: Doesn’t mean, so, that would be the next stage?

Mr. McKelvey: It’s still the next stage; he has to go before the Planning Board to settle all your issues.

Neighbor 5: O.K., all right. So, as a resident, what, other than speaking and raising our hands tonight, what could we do to show more concern other than speaking in front of you? Do we write letters to the Planning Board about what building they will accept already? And, say we are concerned with that size building on that lot?

Chairperson Cardone: Right, you do the same thing that you have done here this evening. You go to the Public Hearing and you state all of your concerns.

Neighbor 5: Hm, Hm.

Chairperson Cardone: And, then they would be addressed.

Neighbor 5: O.K. And, when is that, we would get that in the mail?

Chairperson Cardone: You would get that in the mail. If you received notice for this evenings meeting, you will receive notice for that.

Mr. Brown: I would like to also note that the lot is not small. It is over half an acre. The geometry is cumbersome. It’s not a small size lot.

Neighbor 5: It’s not a small lot? It’s very narrow.

Chairperson Cardone: It’s very narrow, and it’s between the two roads.

Neighbor 5: Right, it seems like there’s, other than 2 trees, nothing else should exist there, but it does seem very narrow.

Neighbor 4: It should be a park, really.

Mr. Manley: I think part of the issue too

Neighbor 4: I will donate $25,000 for the park, myself, right here in front of these people. I will write the check tonight. 

Neighbor 5: And the other thing with traffic and I know it’s not on this phase of this meeting is the fact that there is just probably going to go to this evening, is the fact that you are letting the Marketplace come in which we know is going to make more traffic at 52 and all of that. So, it’s almost like, somebody said how much does the Town allow of business and building coming in. You know, what are they going to do with the road? If nothing is going to be done to the road to ease some of the traffic that’s may be created in a small space to where she lives? I don’t know, you know it’s, it seems like the more you come to these meetings you don’t know anymore. You don’t get any answers, but you feel like if your voice is heard a little bit or if it raises concern about the safety. All right, by the way, the skateboarders are there at night. They still find a way. They actually put a piece of wood and make his parking lot a jump ramp into my parking lot and have a grand old time. So, you know, I don’t know.

Neighbor 4: We will be riding scooters instead of cars.

Mr. Manley: Mr. Brown, I think one of the things that makes this lot problematic is your wanting to split it. Right now it is joined with another lot. Is that correct? And, it was sold off. Is that, or do they own both? 

Chairperson Cardone: It’s all one lot.

Mr. Manley: So, it’s all one deeded property?

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Mr. Manley: So, you are looking to separate a piece of property that really was married to another parcel of property, is that correct?

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Mr. Brown: Well, we were looking to do that. We were going for site plan approval on this parcel. The Planning Board requested that we separate it.

Mr. Manley: Right. Because you understand that you can’t have two (2) buildings on one lot and even though South Plank Road kind of dissects the property, it is still considered one giant lot. Yes? 

Mr. Brown: Well as far as applying the bulk table, you have to apply it to each parcel.

Mr. Manley: Right. But, as it stands right now, maybe I don’t? Should I rephrase the question? You know, I will make it a little easier. Is the property one deeded lot presently?

Mr. Brown: It’s both in one deed. They both have the same Tax I.D. number.

Mr. Manley: So, it is one lot? I mean on the plan you show Lot One and Lot Two. But, there really aren’t two lots. It’s one …

Mr. Brown: They are in the same deed and they have the same Tax I.D. number.

Mr. Manley: Correct.

Mr. Brown: But, in the deed is Parcel One and Parcel Two. So ..

Mr. Manley: But, it has one tax, it has one tax…?

Mr. Brown: I didn’t do that part of it, so …

Mr. Manley: They are not paying two separate tax bills, right? 

Mr. Brown: Right.

Mr. Manley: So, it’s one lot.

Mr. McKelvey: It’s one lot.

Chairperson Cardone: It’s one lot.

Mr. McKelvey: It’s one. That’s why they are going to sub divide you to make it two lots.

Mr. Brown: Yeah. But, again on the deed it says Parcel One, Parcel Two. So, you know, it’s very easy to separate it because there is already a description for each piece.

Mr. Noto: Last year there were two separate tax bills. We combined the two to make it easier on ourselves.

Ms. Gennarelli: Excuse me, could you identify yourself?

Mr. Noto: Kris Noto. Last year I did pay two separate tax bills, then, I decided to join them to make it easier.

Mr. Manley: Were there two separate deeds? Or one deed?

Mr. Noto: Like he said one deed, A & B with two separate tax numbers.

Mr. Hughes: There’s one deed for parcel that’s described as Parcel A and another narrative for Parcel B?

Mr. Brown: Right.

Mr. Hughes: One owner, but the taxed guy did it for his convenience, the customer.

Mr. Brown: We had two separate tax numbers and the lawyers didn’t exagerate on it.

Mr. Hughes: So, they would take Schedule A and make that narrative description one parcel and part B, they would do the same.

Mr. Brown: Right. But, as far as applying the Zoning it’s got to be applied to each piece.

Mr. Manley: Hm hm.

Ms. Eaton: If the upstairs is going to be office, doesn’t that have to be handicapped accessible?

Mr. Brown: Yes, the building will have an elevator and (inaudible)

Ms. Eaton: And, do you have any idea what kind of retail space?

Mr. Brown: Right now, Kris is thinking about moving Noto’s Deli under there. But, you know, that may change.

Ms. Eaton: Only one retail space?

Ms. Brown: That was a stipulation that we agreed to at the Planning Board. It’s one user per floor. One retail, one office. So, you know, each floor would only have one user. 

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions or comments? Yes.

Neighbor 2: Why do you need an office? Why does it have to be that big? Is the office supposed to pay for the building? Is that the idea? You know, sometimes when you go around these turns, the better visibility you have, the better. Maybe the height is a little high? Maybe that’s asking too much? A 28 by what was the length? 

Mr. Brown: 72.

Neighbor 2: It sounds like the Titanic out of water. You know, it seems odd. I don’t know I can’t get the concept in my mind. But, I think like 40 by 60 sounds normal. You know or it seems more proportional but… 

Mr. Brown: That’s actually a bigger building.

Neighbor 2: Yeah, that’s, I don’t know. That’s the idea. And, the last comment is, that the South Plank Road, the Old South Plank Road is a short cut and it is a racetrack. That’s the concern and the thing is, the more kids you got riding those cars through and when more people know that it’s a shortcut, there’s more people on the road, the traffic increases. Because they are all trying to beat the light before they go to 52 and 300 on the corner where the Dairy Queen is. So, once more people know these things, then all of a sudden it’s this grand race. And then you have the Marketplace, more people, more people coming out of New York. It’s a concern, so, I don’t know how you can address slowing the speed down on the South Plank Road side. I know that is not your concern, cause you are mostly into the variance end of this thing. But, that seems to be a concern. And, especially like the kids over in the Dance Studio. They cross; they stay parked in my parking lot. You know, it’s ok. It happens. But, I am not there sometimes and then have night classes. You walk across the street, they park it, the little kid walking like this, can’t see ‘em. Everybody is in this mad rush. That’s the problem. So, something ought to be, I don’t know how they could slow traffic down there. I don’t know how they could do it. So, thank you.

Chairperson Cardone: Thank you. Any other comments? This hearing will be held open until next month.








(Time Noted – 8:17 P.M.)

(Time Noted – 8:18 PM)

April 27, 2006

LANZER, ARTHUR                                                9 CHAPEL ROAD

                                                                                  (14-1-76) R-1 ZONE

Applicant is seeking a 2-lot subdivision with one existing 1-family house.

Area variances for lot area, front yard setbacks, rear yard setback, and side yard setback are required. 

Chairperson Cardone: Our next applicant is Arthur Lanzer. 

Mr. Manley: Madame Chair, I am going to recuse myself from this particular matter.

Ms. Gennarelli: All mailings were in order.

Mr. Brown: Ready?

Chairperson Cardone: Yes.

Ms. Gennarelli: I am sorry. Can you take the mic again?

Mr. Brown: All right. This one I’ve got to give some history and background on. We started this subdivision in March of ’05, it was under the R-2 Zone at that time. We proceeded to get the property surveyed, had the Federal wetlands flagged, designed the septic, and started on actually building plans for the building, for my client Arthur Lanzer. He lives on the property. He’s going to move into the proposed building if we can get through this. However, during this process we got caught in the re-zoning and the property was zoned to R-1. Based upon that, there is quite a few variances required.

Chairperson Cardone: Were there any required under the R-2.

Mr. Brown: Under the R-2, the only variances required were for the existing, pre-existing non-conforming house. All of the proposed, all of the proposed work met the zoning including lot sizes and everything. I brought a copy of the folder under the R-2 zoning. So, we met the R-2 lot size setbacks for the proposed residence. The only thing, again, that we didn’t meet was setbacks for the existing residence. So, the variances are for lot size. Somehow, we got them both exactly the same. Required is 40,000 sq ft, we are at 21,789 for each lot. Front yard 40 is required; we got 30 on lot one and this would make the 40. 

Mr. McKelvey: Said 40 here.

Mr. Hughes: Charlie, here.

Mr. Brown: Variance required because, yeah, it says … Nobody told us we needed a variance for that one. We got the 40. O.K., I am sorry. Under the R-1, 50 is required.

Mr. McKelvey: 50 is required, yes it is.

Mr. Brown: 50 is required; we are providing 40, which was what was under the R-2. Side yard 30 is required under R-1, we were providing the 15, again that was under the R-2. Lot depth we had 127, which met the R-2, which is 125, R-1, is 150. So, we needed a variance for that also. And, then for the existing lot now we need the same setbacks. Front, rear and lot depth. My client wanted to make a statement if that is all right?

Chairperson Cardone: Certainly.

Mr. Lanzer: Good evening. Thank you for hearing my case tonight. I would like the Board to know that I am a long time resident of the Town of Newburgh struggling to stay here with the growing prices of homes. I would like to give my son the opportunity I received from this Town. This project began last year, February 2nd, 2005, with the intention of us being able to move to a new home suited for our needs. We have tried to comply with all of the Towns requirements and have spent thousands of dollars in doing so. I can only ask for your help in making our dreams come true. 

Mr. Brown: And again, this has been seen by the Planning Board and we referred here by them. 

Chairperson Cardone: Questions from the Board?

Mr. Hughes: Do you have septic or sewer in that part of the world?

Mr. Brown: We have Town water, but it will be under septic. The septic design is shown on sheet 2. If you want, I have it here.

Mr. Hughes: Well that would be good to have; I didn’t see anything on that.

Mr. Lanzer: What’s that? 

Mr. Hughes: On here, where it is.

Mr. Lanzer: It’s right in the corner of the property. Right here. This is where the septic field is, right here.

Mr. Hughes: And, that’s what that indicates there.

Mr. Brown: Right. Sheet 2 has all the technical details including existing septic, proposed septic, the Federal wetlands where the impact will be less than a 10th of an acre. Therefore, no permits required where we fall under the national lot permit. 

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions?

Mr. Hughes: Yes, please, 21,000. Do you have what you are supposed to have? 21,000?

Mr. Brown: Yeah, 40,000 required. We are at 21,789. Under the R-1 it was 17,500.

Mr. Hughes: That’s with one sub (inaudible)?

Mr. Brown: Correct. 

Mr. Hughes: I have nothing else.

Mr. Brown: We are proposing to service the new building with the Town water and the existing residence also.

Mr. Hughes: The existing residence has it there right?

Mr. Brown: Correct. The Town water, yes.

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions from the Board? Any questions or comments from the public. If so, please state your name and address. Yes.

Ms. Gennarelli: Can you give them the microphone please?

Neighbor 1: Thank you. My name is Neighbor 1. I am here for my mother; she lives at __ Chapel Road, _____________-. The concern is that the zoning in the Town was changed to 1 acre for a reason. The other concern with on this road, on that side of the road there is a lot of wetlands. And, the concern is where the septic is going to be. How it’s going to affect the house that’s next to this piece of property and what’s going to be done about the wetlands?  What are we going to do just keep filling in? Right now, the area next to this piece of property is a like a swamp kind of thing where there doesn’t appear to be any kind of runoff. They have already, there’s on the road where they brought fill in and it abuts the Thruway. 

Chairperson Cardone: Could you point out to me on this map where you’d be located? This is the property in question.

Neighbor 1: This is the property in question and my mother is here. O.K. Over here it is all swampy, over here it’s all swampy and that’s just the concern with, if we are going to put another house then we are going to have all this and it’s running downhill and they are sitting down at the bottom of this hill.

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Neighbor 1: Thank you.

Mr. McKelvey: Is this targeted as wetlands?

Mr. Brown: Yes. It’s Federal wetlands. It has been flagged.

Mr. McKelvey: They can’t fill it in then?

Mr. Hughes: No.

Mr. Brown: Yes, they are Federal wetlands and you can fill a tenth of an acre in.

Mr. McKelvey: Nobody can fill that in.

Mr. Brown: Federal wetlands you can fill a tenth of acre under a nationwide permit.

Mr. McKelvey: Oh yeah, O.K.

Mr. Brown: So, that’s, you have to have a permit.

Mr. McKelvey: Permit?

Mr. Brown: Well, you know with the plot rate it’s a given. If you go over the tenth of an acre then you are into a more stringent permit requirement.

Mr. Hughes: Really?

Mr. McKelvey: Yeah.

Mr. Hughes: Could you tell me how or show me the one you could do that with? I am not familiar with that. 

Mr. Brown: Sure.

Mr. Hughes: I know that there is a tenth of an acre ruling but I didn’t think that you could just go and do what you want without a permit.

Mr. McKelvey: Yeah.

Mr. Brown: The tenth of an acre clause, it’s under the review of the process of the Planning Board. But, it’s under a tenth of an acre it is all under a nationwide blanket permit and the applicant is obligated to review of the plot. I can write his application. It’s no problem at all. 

Mr. McKelvey: All right.

Mr. Brown: This wetland has been flagged. It is Federal only cause State wetland is a whole other story. And, the proposed development is, in fact, less than 1/10 of an acre. That’s why we have been before the Planning Board to actually (inaudible) and the septic has been before the Planning Board already.

Chairperson Cardone: Any other questions from the Board? Any other questions or comments from the public? If not, I declare this part of the hearing closed. Thank you.

Before proceeding the Board will take a short adjournment to confer with counsel over legal questions that have arisen from tonight’s meeting. I would ask you in the interest of time to please wait outside in the hallway and we’ll call you back in, in a few moments.







(Time Noted – 8:28 P.M.)

LANZER, ARTHUR                                                9 CHAPEL ROAD

                                                                                  (14-1-76) R-1 ZONE

   (Resumption for decision - 9:11PM)

Chairperson Cardone: On the application of Arthur Lanzer, on 9 Chapel Road, seeking an area variance, lot area, front yard backs, rear yard setback, side yard setback for a two (2) lot sub division with one existing 1-family. This is a Type II Action under SEQRA. Do we have discussion on this application?

Mr. Kunkel: Due to the circumstances surrounding this particular application, I personally feel, that we should consider approval of the request and I would vote accordingly.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have any other comments?

Mr. Hughes: There is a lot of swampland around the entire perimeter of all this properties. Just, they will have to be careful of what they do around there.

Chairperson Cardone: And, I am sure that that will be addressed by the Planning Board.

Chairperson Cardone: Do we have a motion for approval on this application?

Mr. Kunkel: Move for approval. 

Chairperson Cardone: Do I have a second?

Mr. McKelvey: Second.

Chairperson Cardone:  Roll call.

Ms. Gennarelli: 
Grace Cardone:  Yes

John McKelvey: Yes

Ruth Eaton:  Yes

Ronald Hughes:  Yes

Robert Kunkel: Yes

James Manley: Abstain.

Chairperson Cardone: The motion is carried. 

(Time noted -  9:13 P.M.)

(Time Noted:   9:13 PM)

April 27, 2006

BOARD BUSINESS

GIORGIANNI, THOMAS & DANINE                 33 WINTERGREEN AVENUE

                                                                                (67-3-16) ZONE R-3

Applicants are seeking an extension of the Decision and Resolution for an approved renovation/addition on home.

Chairperson Cardone: Under Board Business, Thomas & Danine ... 

Chairperson Cardone: I just wanted to mention again that if anyone is interested in the application of Kristopher Noto on 165 South Plank Road was held over until next month. So, if anyone was interested in that.

Chairperson Cardone: On Thomas & Danine Giorgianni at 33 Wintergreen Avenue, came before this and they would like an extension on the Decision and Resolution for an approved renovation/addition on their home, which expired in February. And we had some concerns last month about the date that was on the letter that was sent to us, because it did not have a correct date. What I would propose is that we have motion to extend it 6 months from the date of expiration.

Mr. Hughes: In February?

Chairperson Cardone: Right.

Mr. Hughes: I’ll so move.

Mr. McKelvey: Second.

Chairperson Cardone:  O.K. We have a motion. Roll call.

Ms. Gennarelli: 
Grace Cardone:  Yes

John McKelvey: Yes

Ruth Eaton:  Yes

Ronald Hughes:  Yes

Robert Kunkel: Yes

James Manley: I will abstain; I don’t believe I was here for that discussion.

Chairperson Cardone: The motion is carried. O.K.

(Time noted -  9:14 P.M.)

OTHER BOARD BUSINESS

 Chairperson Cardone: Under other board business, everybody has the minutes and had a chance to look at them. Did anyone see any additions, deletions? Do I have a motion to approve the minutes? 

Mr. McKelvey: So moved.

Ms. Eaton: Second.

Chairperson Cardone: All those in favor

Grace Cardone:  Aye

John McKelvey: Aye

Ruth Eaton:  Aye

Ronald Hughes:  Aye

Robert Kunkel: Aye

James Manley: Aye

Chairperson Cardone: The motion is carried. 

Chairperson Cardone: The meeting is closed until next month.

(Time noted -  9:16 P.M.)

Betty Gennarelli – Secretary, Zoning Board of Appeals

