WARREN TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
REGULAR MEETING   MARCH 19, 2007
The regular meeting of the Board of Adjustment was called to order at 7:39 p.m. by Chairman Monahan Municipal Court, 44 Mountain Blvd., Warren.

THOSE PRESENT AT ROLL CALL:  Daniel Luna, Vincent Oliva, Douglas Reeder, Lawrence Monahan, Foster Cooper, Frank Betz and Brian Di Nardo 

Also present was Steven Warner, Esq., Attorney for the Board.

THOSE ABSENT:  John Villani and George Dealaman
THOSE TARDY:  None
ANNOUNCEMENT:

Adequate notice of this meeting has been provided by posting Public Notice on the Municipal Bulletin Board on the main floor of the Municipal Building, and sending a copy to the Courier News and Echoes Sentinel, and filing a copy with the Municipal Clerk, all on January 8, 2007. We plan to adjourn at 10:30 p.m.
FLAG SALUTE:

Mr. Monahan announced that there are fliers on the chair in the back of the room, which describe the procedures followed by the Board of Adjustment during its hearings. The public is welcome to take one.  
COMMUNICATIONS:

The minutes of 12/19/06, 1/16/07 and the 2/6/07 meetings of the Warren Township Environmental Commission
Revised sketch dated 2/21/07 for CASE NO. BAA06-19 ANGELO BUTRICO

Letter dated 2/16/07 from Joseph E. Murray, Esq. concerning CASE NO. BA06-14 WYCHWOOD WAY

Planning Evaluation & Analysis dated 3/7/07 prepared by Judith Thornton, P.P. for CASE NO. BA06-14 WYCHWOOD FARMS

Township of Warren ORDINANCE NO. 07-03 concerning requirements for a Threatened and Endangered Species Analysis for new development in environmentally sensitive zones
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR PORTION OF THE MEETING

Mr. Monahan asked if member of the public wished to make a statement, which is unrelated to tonight’s agenda.
There was none.

He closed that portion of the meeting.

AGENDA:
Continuation of the application of:

CASE NO. BA06-19

ANGELO BUTRICO





BLOCK 60, LOT 2





6 WASHINGTON VALLEY ROAD

3/19/07 – page 2

Application to construct an addition to a single family dwelling – side yard variance required

Mr. Chadwick, the Zoning Officer, was sworn in. He said he met with Mr. Butrico concerning the additional kitchen. He is aware of the concern that it would change the application from requesting bulk variances to a two family home. The kitchen has been eliminated. The Board only has to make an evaluation concerning the bulk requirements. 
Mr. Butrico said he has nothing further to add. 

Mr. Oliva asked for clarification about the access to the upstairs. He was told that it was through the interior. There is no other access. 
Mr. Warner was told that Mr. Butrico would stipulate that, should the Board approve the application, he would replace all bushes, trees etc. removed, because of the addition. 

Also, there are no underground storage tanks or septic on the property. He will not house commercial vehicles on the property. He agreed to a deed restriction stipulating that the home will be occupied by family members only - to avoid the possibility of renting. 
Mr. Monahan was told that the addition will be in the back and above the garage. The bathroom will be located on the second floor. 
Mr. Chadwick said it will be two levels. There will be three stairs up from the existing to the new. The bedroom will be upstairs. The living room is off the kitchen.
Mr. Di Nardo was told that the little garage and tent will be removed.  
Mr. Monahan asked for questions from the public. There was none.
He asked for statements from the public. There was none.

He closed the public portion.

DELIBERATIONS:

Mr. Luna said that he would go along with this application.

Mr. Oliva noted that the initial issue about the kitchen has been resolved. He doesn’t have any other issues. He would be in favor of it.

Mr. Di Nardo didn’t see any problems with it.

Mr. Betz said the application was reasonable.  
Mr. Cooper said he is doing the right thing in taking care of his father. He has absolutely no problem with it. 

Mr. Reeder said he is comfortable with it.
Mr. Monahan agreed with his colleagues. 

Mr. Warner read a Draft Motion.

Mr. Cooper made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Reeder.

Roll call vote was taken. “Yes” votes were received from: Daniel Luna, Vincent Oliva, Foster Cooper, Frank Betz, Douglas Reeder, Lawrence Monahan and Brian Di Nardo.
There were no negative votes. The motion carried.

3/19/07 – page 3
Continuation of the application of:

CASE NO. BA06-14

WYCHWOOD FARMS, LLC





BLOCK 55, LOT 2





WYCHWOOD WAY

Application for a minor subdivision and use variance for non-conforming uses of land – plan proposes minor, subdivision, which results in intensification of a non-conforming

use
Mr. Joseph Murray, an Attorney, represented the applicant. He mentioned that Exhibit A-1, a site plan showing which structures would be removed, could not be located. He marked another site plan (showing the structures to be removed) as Exhibit A-1 and dated it 3/19/07. 
He mentioned that he provided the Board with a floor plan of the two residences in the larger dwelling. The evidence submitted at the last meeting indicated the possibility that  that structure may require additional variance, since there are two families in the one residence. This situation may not have existed prior to the ordinance of 1948. He can’t find evidence that existed before 1948. Mr. Dealaman was contacted. He cannot recall. He stipulated that the occupancy did not pre-date the ordinance. 
Mr. Warner asked Mr. Murray if he was seeking two variances: a d2 variance for an intensification of a pre-existing non-conforming use and a d1 use variance for the structure to the front for a two family not pre-existing the ordinance. 
Mr. Chadwick had been sworn in at a prior hearing for this case. He was told that Mr. Murray was relying on Mr. Dealaman’s recollection as to when the residential structures were constructed.
Mr. Gaffney had been sworn in at a prior hearing.  He said that, at the prior meeting, he marked up the site plan showing which structures would be removed. It was marked into evidence as Exhibit A-1.
He explained the make up of the rooms in the two family house. The floor plans depict the right lower level or first floor and the second floor right & left sides of the structure. It has been occupied for the past four years by David & Emily Batruch, who are both disabled. The lower level of the left front side contains a living room, bedroom, kitchen and bathroom- all on the first floor. The left side residential portion is occupied by John Benjamin, a U.S. Army Veteran, who has resided there for the past 17 years. The floor plans were marked into evidence as Exhibit A-4. It was prepared by his tenant and consists of four sheets. They are accurate drawings of the rooms.  
Mr. Gaffney said he is 54 years old. He remembered that, when he was four years old, the structure was rented. He recalled that his grandfather moved into smaller unit and used to baby sit him.
Mr. Murray gave Mr. Blumstein a copy of the floor plans and a copy of  Planning Evaluation & Analysis prepared by Judith Thornton P.P.
Mr. Monahan asked for questions from the  public.
There was none.
Ms. Judith Thornton, a Licensed Professional Planner, had been sworn in at a prior meeting. She gave an overview of the contents of her report. She said that page two has already been covered. The nature of the application has now changed somewhat. They are now seeking a d1 variance for having two separate families in a single family structure. It is an expansion of a pre-existing nonconforming use by an addition of a second residential unit to the existing dwelling at building #1. 
3/19/07 – page 4
She said that the use advances the purposes of zoning. Approval of a d2 variance can be granted where the proposal satisfies d1 criteria and or where it will better integrate the non-conforming use with its surrounding environment This application can be approved for the following reasons: As to the addition of a 2nd unit (building 1), the property is particularly suited because the property easily supports and accommodates the use. The use is miniscule to the overall lot. The 2nd unit, which has existed for over 40 years, does not show up from the outside. The building looks like a small cottage. The need for the revenue from it exists today for the operation of the farm. 

The two family use advances the intents and purposes of the Master Plan. She listed several goals and objectives of the Master Plan as well as the New Jersey Municipal Land Use Law. The residential units also provides for housing for 3 disabled senior citizens.

 The applicant has consented to dedicate a conservation easement concerning the wetlands on the property and to a trail access easement for the use and enjoyment of the recreating public. 
Ms. Thornton said that the intensification of the non-conforming use really exists by definition only. It is practically imperceptible. The floor area ratio of the structure is 1200 sq. ft. or 0.0027% of the 361,235 sq. ft. of the lot. The site will be improved by the removal of debris, obsolete and dilapidated structures. Painting and updating the remaining structures and landscaping are planned. The activity of the residential use will not increase. The structures on the property will decrease by the removal of the structures previously mentioned. There is no substantial negative impact to the public good. The plantings and buffering will enhance the property. It will not intensify the non-conforming use in any perceptible way. 

Mr. Reeder was told that they are providing low cost residential housing for persons with disability.
Mr. Gaffney mentioned that the monthly rent for the right unit is $1000.00, while the left unit is $600.00 per month. The revenue supports the farm.
Mr. Chadwick said that a lot of the Planner’s comments are on point. The agricultural presence in Town is practically nil.  We are trying to hold on and keep the farms.                                                                                    
Discussion followed.
Mr. Oliva was told that a neighbor will purchase the subdivided portion. 

Mr. Ronald Blumstein of 25 Wychwood Way asked if Ms. Thornton had information concerning the rents at the time she prepared her report. She did not. She does not know at what price Mr. Gaffney is selling the new lot. In her report, she links the rents to supporting the farm.  She does not know if the property has a mortgage. 

Discussion followed. 

Mr. Gaffney said he will use the proceeds from the sale to care for their mother, who lives in a senior citizens residence. She has around the clock care costing $3,000 per month. In the last ten years, she has gone through three or four hundred thousands of dollars for senior care. She has MS as well as other illnesses. 
Mr. Larry Gaffney of 6 Rolland Drive, North Branch was sworn in. He is Don’s brother. 
They have been paying for their mother in the home for 12 years. They have received no grants from the government. His brother loves farming and wants to keep it going. 
Mr. Chadwick was told that the thrust of the Planner’s report deals with how the two family home advances the purposes of the Master Plan. Pages of the report dealt with that issue. 

3/13/07 – page 5

Mr. Chadwick announced that Exhibit A-1 was marked into evidence again. (The initial exhibit could not be found.) The exhibit indicates which structures will be removed. 

Mr. Warner listed the stipulations, to which the applicant agreed, should the application be approved. The Town would be given a conservation easement around the existing pond and the finger of wetlands that goes up along the proposed lot line. He requested that they be able to continue to use the land, while the farm continues to exist.   
There will be areas between the easement and the proposed lot. 
All structures listed on Exhibit A-1 shall be removed. The applicant will paint and upgrade the remaining structures. Landscape buffering will be installed. This should be done within one year of the date of approval or a request for an extension, if they are not completed. 
Mr. Warner was told that the trail easement is 25 ft.

Mr. Monahan asked for statements from the public.
Ronald Blumstein of 25 Wychwood Way was sworn in. He said he was confused about the nature of the zoning and the uses permitted at the beginning. It is important that the Board hear from the neighbors. The case is not about the preservation of a farm but about two variances. He is not representing the neighbors – only himself. The applicant’s Planner did a creative job in her presentation. The aesthetics are integral to the variance. He asked the Board for a commitment to get rid of the two family house. The Board has the authority to impose conditions. We are entitled to a trade off. If the rental fees are needed for the mother’s care, perhaps, when she passes, the use could be discontinued. 

Philip Nobile of 12 Wychwood Way was sworn in. He is purchasing the sub-divided lot.
He has lived there for ten years. Before the hearing, Mr. Blumstein did not know that there was a two family house there. Also, he was not aware that any variances were needed. The farm has no impact on Mr. Blumstein’s style of life. We would like to see the farm stay. Mr. Gaffney works very hard.
Mr. Blumstein said the 2 homes are not tied into the sewer or utility systems. The Board should incorporate a condition that they not be allowed to tie into the sewer & utility systems.
Mr. Monahan closed the public portion.

Mr. Murray mentioned that the objector complained about the farm and junk yard. It is not a junk yard. There are no nuisances, no stray animals or smells. Mr. Blumstein said that there are no five other lots. There are no five other lots. There was a suggestion of a limitation of time for the uses. The MLUL will not permit the Board to put a time limitation. A pre-existing non-conforming use constitutes a property right. There is no substantial detriment to the Master Plan or zone plan. This is a unique situation. There used to be many farms. Now there are very few. 

Mr. Gaffney stipulated that, if the application is approved, the landscape buffering must meet the approval of the Township Planner.

DELIBERATIONS:

Mr. Oliva said that the reduction in the overall size is relatively di minimus. The intensification of the non-conforming use is di minimus.  Mr. Blumstein stated that “He hoped we would not have to into another legal forum”. He doesn’t know what he meant by that. However, it puts a question mark in his mind. He does not know what the definition of “a boot strap operation” is. If there is such a definition, he would like to be enlightened. 
3/19/07 – page 6
It was also said that the applicant is not entitled to a variance. The Board is charged in deciding whether an applicant is entitled to a variance. Landscaping plans should be submitted to Mr. Chadwick for his approval. There are many aspect of this case, which call for justification. In this case, the positive criteria outweighs the negative. He would probably vote in favor of it.   
Mr. Cooper thought that Mr. Oliva was very eloquent in his deliberations. He mentioned the intent of zoning and Master Plan and the preservation of farm land. When you have families involved and a dwindling of income from a farming environment, as a Board we have to weigh those things in making a decision. We must consider the ability of the applicant to support his family by subdividing the property and retaining the farm for their use and livelihood. It is very appropriate for the Board to consider all aspects of supporting the Master Plan as well as the individual needs of the property owners.  He is very much in favor of the application.
Mr. Betz said he is impressed that the proposal is consistent with the defined objectives of Warren’s Zoning and Master Plan. If the plan is approved, there will be no deleterious effect on the neighborhood. Ms. Thornton’s testimony and presentation impressed him as compelling. He is in favor of the proposal.
Mr. Di Nardo stated that he is in favor of the application. They are doing the right thing. With the clean up, it will certainly look better. 
Mr. Luna thought the positive criteria is much greater than the negative. He believes in farm preservation. He would be in favor of the application.
Mr. Reeder mentioned that when you go down Wychwood Way, you come upon a little gem of open space and a farm. It is like a little treasure here in Warren. He wants to see that continued. He was a little more concerned about the continuation of the two family dwelling.  Ms. Thornton explained why this was a good idea. It was an excellent presentation. Low cost housing for disabled persons is being provided here. He is in favor of the proposal. 

Mr. Monahan agreed with his colleagues. The subdivision of this property has little impact. The conservation and trail easements are beneficial to the Town. Obsolete structures will be removed. The remaining structures will be upgraded. All of this will improve the streetscape. He would approve this application

Mr. Warner read a Draft Motion.

Mr. Luna made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Reeder.

Roll call vote was taken. “Yes” votes were received from: Daniel Luna, Vincent Oliva, Foster Cooper, Frank Betz, Douglas Reeder, Lawrence Monahan and Brian Di Nardo.

There were no negative votes. The motion carried.   

Mr. Monahan called for a recess at 9:20 p.m.
He recalled the meeting to order at 9:30 p.m.

CASE NO. BA -02

VANTAGE DEVELOPMENT





BLOCK 160, LOT 9

219-223 STIRLING ROAD

Approval of an amendment to Preliminary and Final site Plan approval & request for additional variances for proposed new tenants

3-19-07 – page 7
Mr. Luna mentioned that the file is in order.

Erwin Schnitzer, an Attorney, represented the applicants. Vantage development appeared before this Board with application CASE NO. BA02-12. By Resolution dated 2/4/03, the Board approved a shop/warehouse on the lower level of the structure, which consists of 23,761 sq, ft. The lower level was to be occupied by Vantage Tool and Elgee Manufacturing, which are businesses owned by one of Vantage’s principals. This would make up about 10,228 sq. ft. On both levels, the applicant intended to use approximately 4,000 sq. ft. as office space.  
With Resolution BA06-01, the Board granted an amendment from the use, preliminary and final site plan. It approved the modification of the uses granted only on the main level of 13,000 sq. ft. of office space, of which 4,200 sq. ft. would be used for medical arts purposes with a limit of 6 professionals occupying the space. The applicant is now before this Board, requesting an amendment to preliminary and final site plan approval as well as additional variances.
On the lower level, he wants 2,200 sq, ft. for exercise classes and similar uses. There would be instructional purposes relating to health care uses – such as sporting instruction, personal trainers, yoga, karate, etc. classes. The specific use being requested tonight is for “Pure Energy” uses. 
The proposal is to use main level 8,000 sq. ft. for adult day care center. Of the 4,200 sq. ft. used for medical arts, the applicant proposes to use 1,600 sq. ft. for child’s play therapy. Hand outs were distributed to members of the floor plan, which clearly delineates the uses that the applicant is proposing.

Exhibit A-1 is a display board prepared by Miss Weaver, a Planner. 

Exhibit A-2 is a handout for Pure Energy.

Exhibit A-3 is handout for the Adult Day Care Center.

Exhibit A-4 is a handout for the Child’s Play.

Exhibit A-5 is a handout referring to the parking requirements for the development. 
Representatives for each of the proposed uses were present: Robert Dearey, Margaret Driscoll, Cheryl Santon, Stephen Heinle and Nancy Weaver Smith. All were sworn in together. Christian Kastrud, P.E. and John T. Chadwick, P.P. were also sworn in.

Mr. Warner was told that each of the Exhibits will be introduced by the witnesses. Also, a d1 variance is being sought. In addition, the 2,200 sq. ft. on the lower level (designated as machine shop/warehouse) will be used for exercises. The 8,000 sq. ft. on the main level currently designated for machine shop/warehouse will be used as an adult day care center. The 1,600 sq. ft. currently dedicated for medical arts will be used as the Child’s Play Therapy. 
Mr. Chadwick noted that what is on the floor plan is where the use will be located. It cannot “float around”. He was told that they will stay, where they were put. 

Nancy Weaver-Smith, P.E. and P.P. for 10 years gave her background and credentials and was accepted as an expert witness. She works with John Cilo and is familiar with the application.
She prepared Exhibit A-1, a display board, and introduced it into evidence. On the upper portion of the board are those of the existing dwellings, which are across the street from the site. The center of the board shows a satellite photo of the site. A tax map shows the site and the surrounding lots. The lower photo shows the gold colored building, which is the site. On the left is a landscape lighting commercial facility. It is a 10.36 acre parcel with related parking, which can be seen from the satellite photo. The existing building is divided into several uses – medical arts, office, warehouse and light fabrication purposes. 
3/19/07 – page 8
Mr. Warner was told that Ms. Weaver-Smith took all of the photos shown in Exhibit A-1

last week.

Ms. Weaver-Smith explained the re-arrangement of the uses of the facility as stated by Mr. Schnitzer. Also, 3,400 sq. ft. have not yet been leased. It is anticipated to be a small commercial use.
She mentioned the parking breakdown, which was marked into evidence as Exhibit A-5.

It shows the existing uses. In response to a request from Mr. Chadwick, it shows the number of people, the number of spaces and how the spaces are going to be utilized. 

She reminded the Board that these uses do not require all of the spaces, which are listed. She used the zoning requirements. They have 143 spaces, while 140 are required. Also, the Pure Energy Fitness will utilize hours slightly before and slightly after
peak business hours. Much of the exercising will be done outside. It would be like an army boot camp at 5:30 in the morning. 
Child’s Play is a therapy group for autistic children. That is the one we are talking about for a use variance.

Adult Daycare will utilize 8,000 sq. ft. This would be for occupational therapy with a maximum of 20 students, special needs people, who come for re-training to get back into society.    
This building and application is an example of re-using building stock. It was originally light manufacturing employing about 150 people in a residential setting. The proposed mixed use provides small business, small medical arts, and a day care geared to very specific clientele. None of these uses will generate noise or traffic associated with one large facility as the previous use. As can be seen from the photos, the building is being maintained with landscaping in front. There will be no external changes to the building. The proposed uses are small and specific to the client basis. 

The additional uses will not impair the zone plan. Most of the uses comply with the EP250 zone. There is no negative impact to the public good. The proposed uses are much less intense. This site is particularly suited for the uses proposed. The benefits far outweigh any detriments. 
Ms. Weaver-Smith said she reviewed the other exhibits.
Mr. Cooper was told that requested uses will not utilize all of the space. There is 3,400 sq. ft. left vacant in the lower level manufacturing.  Parking spaces for this area have been included in the calculations.                                                  
The Pure Energy Fitness classes will be held outside, weather permitting, from March to November– like a boot camp. Hours of operation include 5:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. There will be personal training from 9:00 a.m. to noon. Bulk of the parking would be during off peak hours. Outdoor activities will take place at Riverside Park. Maximum number of students would be 15 with 2 instructors. 
Miss Driscoll stated that she prepared Exhibit A-2 and Ms. Weaver-Smith’s description is accurate.
Mr. Monahan announced that it is now 10:00 p.m. He did not think that we an finish the case this evening. The Chelsea case cannot be heard tonight.
Mr. Schnitzer announced that his Planner for Chelsea cannot attend the 4/16/07 meeting.

3/19/07 – page 9

Mr. Robert Dearey commented on Exhibit A-3. He is an occupational therapist. The program would be a work education and resource center providing employment services for adults with special needs. It would provide learning experiences ranging from basic work preparation skills, sheltered work shop productivity, clerical skills and community–based work/study programs. There will be one staffer for every 4 individuals, who will be dropped off. However, this will fluctuate. The average age would be 18 to 26 years old with a maximum of 20 students. Only the instructors will have cars on site. He is not affiliated with the Morris Jointure.  
Mr. Reeder noted that there will be truck traffic for deliveries. Mr. Chadwick said that there is a loading dock in the back. He was told that they will use the upper back drop

on the main level.
Mr. Oliva thought that it would not be a good idea to lock in the number of students at 20. They would have to keep coming back to increase the number. After discussion, it was decided that 40 students and a staff of12 would be more realistic.
Mr. Cooper asked about the lavatory facilities. He said that there are none inside this space. They are out in the public hall. For the type of facility they are requesting, he thought that they would want the landlord to install direct access or dedicated lavatory facilities inside that square. He said that this should be a condition of approval.
Discussion followed.

Mr. Chadwick said that we should make the lavatories directly accessible from within the 8,000 sq. ft. facility. If that isn’t going to work, then the landlord and tenant will come back to deal with it.
Mr. Schnitzer stipulated to the condition.

Cheryl Santos was asked to testify concerning Child’s Play. Currently, she is operating a facility in Branchburg. It is a drop off operation. They cater to children with autism. They have 1 to 1 instructional behavioral therapy. They have social skills therapy groups for a maximum 7 students (2 to 1 ratio) ages from 4 to 12 – maximum of 3 hours. All staff members are certified. This is a much needed service. The only interaction between her space and that of Mr. Dearey would be referrals. Most of the clients are referred by doctors. Her goal is to become non-profit. She will move her current facility to this location.
Mr. Chadwick was told that the maximum number of students at any time would 
be 8.This would require 4 instructors. One to one would be a maximum of 6 children. He did not think that there had to be a limit to the hours of operation. He suggested that they make it 12 children plus teachers.  
Mr. Schnitzer said that he has presented his case.

Mr. Chadwick said that all of these uses border on inherently beneficial.
Mr. Oliva said he wants to see something concerning the drop off area for the special needs children. Mr. Chadwick said he would work with the applicant for a drop off plan.
A-1 should be modified. 

Mr. Chadwick said he didn’t think that there would have to be a formal amendment to the site plan. We can deal with it through the exhibit as part of the Resolution. They will Xerox their site plan and modify A-1. This A-1 now carries a date of 2/7/07. It is going to get further revised to detail direct access as well as the other modifications we discussed tonight. It will also include the drop off for the two uses. This should be approved by the Township Planner. 
3/19/07 – page 10

Mr. Monahan was told that the lower level restrooms are located near the handicap ramp.
Mr. Monahan asked for questions from the public.

There was none.
He asked for statements from the public.
There was none.

He closed the public portion.
Mr. Warner was told that the applicant is asking for a d1 variance for three of the uses. 

DELIBERATIONS:

Mr. Betz thought that this is “good stuff”. He is in favor of it. So is Mr. Di Nardo.

Mr. Cooper said that they are inherently beneficial uses and are needed in society today. They are willing to make concessions to fill the requirements of the Board. The parking requirements of the site will not be over-utilized. He is in favor of it. So is Mr. Luna.

 Mr. Oliva said that, with the appropriate conditions, he would be in favor. Both Mr. Reeder and Mr. Monahan agreed.
Mr. Warner read a Draft Motion.

Mr. Cooper made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Oliva.
Roll call vote was taken. “Yes” votes were received from: Daniel Luna, Vincent Oliva, Foster Cooper, Frank Betz, Douglas Reeder, Lawrence Monahan and Brian Di Nardo.
There were no negative votes.
The motion carried.

Continuation of the application of:

CASE NO BA06-18

CHELSEA SENIOR LIVING LLC





BLOCK 82, LOTS 7.01 & 7.02





260 KING GEORGE ROAD

Application for a use variance to construct a Senior Living Residential Housing

In the BR-40 zone – includes 72 units and office space in a 2 ½ story building

use at the site (more than one single family structure currently on the property)
NOT HEARD – CARRIED TO THE 4/16/07 MEETING
CASE NO. BA07-03 ISAC MARTINS

WILL NOT BE HEARD – APPLICANT DID NOT NOTICE IN A TIMELY MANNER

Mr. Reeder made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Cooper.

All were in favor, so moved.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

 Kathleen M. Lynch

Clerk
