WARREN TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
REGULAR MEETING   JUNE 16, 2008
The regular meeting of the Board of Adjustment was called to order at 7:31 p.m. by
Chairman Reeder in the Municipal Court, 44 Mountain Blvd., Warren.

THOSE PRESENT AT ROLL CALL:  Daniel Luna, John Villani, Vincent Oliva, Douglas Reeder, Foster Cooper, Frank Betz, Brian Di Nardo, George Dealaman, Alt. #1 and Roberta Monahan, Alt. #2 

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

THOSE ABSENT: None  
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, 2008.

FLAG SALUTE:

MINUTES:  The minutes of the 4/21/08 meeting had been forwarded to members for review.

Mr. Betz made a motion to approve, seconded by Mrs. Monahan.
All were in favor so moved. 

COMMUNICATIONS:

MAY/JUNE ISSUE of THE NEW JERSEY PLANNER

Memo dated 6/12/08 from John T. Chadwick IV, P.P. concerning CASE NO. BA07-08 TIGER REALTY, which will be continued this evening

Memo dated 5/1/08 from John T. Chadwick IV, .P.P. concerning CASE NO. BA08-07 IL FORNO, which will be heard this evening

WARREN TOWNSHIP SEWERAGE AUTHORITY RESOLUTION NO. 08-39 concerning IL FORNO 

Letter dated 5/15/08 from Sondra V. Lasky, Esq. to the Sewerage Authority concerning IL FORNO

Memo dated 6/12/08 concerning IL FORNO 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR PORTION OF THE MEETING

Mr. Reeder asked if any 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.
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AGENDA:
Request for an extension for CASE NO. BA07-14 SPRING HOUSE BUILDERS LLC

Mr. Erwin Schnitzer, an Attorney, represented the applicant. He said that the applicant received approval of certain variances for a property located at 41 Elizabeth Ave. The Resolution was adopted on 11/17/07. Due to family illness and issues, the applicant has not been able to develop the property and will not be able to do so by this November. He is asking for a six month extension. 
Mr. Warner mentioned that the extension would be from November 17, 2008 until May 17, 2009

Mr. Betz made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Villani.

All were in favor, so moved.

CASE NO. BA08-07

IL FORNO 





BLOCK 89, LOT 1.01





4 MOUNT BETHEL ROAD

Application for a use variance to permit outdoor dining

Mr. Luna noted that the file is in order. 

Ms. Beth Stearns, an Attorney, represented the applicant. She said that they are not increasing the seating. They are looking for flexibility in the nice weather to take 5 tables from inside the building and place them outside with ten chairs. Seats from inside the restaurant will be placed into storage. They are relying on the plan submitted 6/5/08.
She is in receipt of Mr. Chadwick’s 6/10/08 memo. She agrees that the seating will be placed in a rational location, which will be under the covered walkway. The will be no outdoor audio systems, no outdoor entertainment  and no grills or ovens.
Mr. Warner was told that the applicant will stipulate to all of the items listed in the 6/10//08 memo.

Angela De Luca, who is employed by Il Forno Restaurant as General Manager, was sworn in. The restaurant has a capacity of 80 seats. At present, there are no tables outside the restaurant. They are proposing outside seating in nice weather, because customers are asking for it. There has been outdoor seating in the                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 past. It will enhance the look of the shopping center. Other business owners in the area are asking for the outdoor seating, because it draws customers to them.  

Five tables inside the restaurant will be placed into storage. The 48 inch patio tables will be placed outside with two chairs at each table. It will not change the seating capacity of the restaurant. Food will be carried out through a side door to the patio by the waiter or waitress. A bus boy will be designated to clear the outside tables. Hours of operation are from 11:30 a.m. until 9:00 p.m. Monday through Thursday, 11:30 to 9:30 on Friday and Saturday and 4:00 p.m. until 8:00 p.m. on Sunday. Candles well be lit in the evening.  There will be no outdoor audio or entertainment. Smoking will be prohibited on the patio. Signs will be posted on the tables. There will be one additional server per shift. There will be no outdoor storage. There is a hose lib outside for cleanup.
Mr. Reeder was told that there will be no increase in lighting outside other than candles. 

Mrs. Monahan was told that the 6/5/08 plan is correct. It shows that one of the tables seems to be separate – towards the front. Also, tables and chairs will be left outside, when they are closed. Others can sit at them. 
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Mr. Cooper noted that the proposed tables are 48 inches round. They are proposing two chairs at each. Four people can fit at the tables. Why are they such big tables?

How do you police it?  He was told that the staff will be instructed not to bring out more tables.

Mrs. Monahan was told that each table has an umbrella.
Mr. Chadwick and Mr. Kastrud were sworn in.

Mr. Chadwick said that the plan does not show cordoning off. It would not be permitted. 

Mr. Reeder asked how wide is the walkway and what is the distance between the tables.

Mr. Chadwick noted that the plan submitted shows an aisle of 8.5 ft. between the two tables. They should stipulate to this. 
Discussion followed.

Mr. Chadwick suggested that the application be held until the next meeting. They could meet with him and draw a plan based on what they want. At this juncture, he does not know what the plan is. 

Mr. Betz said he looked at the plan and the layout. Forty-eight inch tables are an impediment. Twenty-four inch tables are a lot more palatable.
This case will be carried to the 7/21/08 meeting at 7:30 p.m. in this room without additional notice.

CASE NO. BA08-10

MARY COLLEEN MULLENS





BLOCK 55, LOT 3.01





23 DEERWOOD TRAIL

Application to construct a 1 story porch & 2 car garage for an existing single family dwelling – corner lot – variance for minimum setback from Wychwood Way

Mr. Luna noted that the file is in order.

Mary Colleen Mullens was sworn in. Diana Hoffman AIA of Hoffman Architects represented the applicant.

Mr. Chadwick and Mr. Kastrud were sworn in. 

Ms. Mullens said she moved here in 1991 and loves the neighborhood. Her garage cannot fit three cars in it. 

Ms. Hoffman passed around two photos. One shows the house, which faces Deerwood and Wychwood Way. The property line on the right side flares out. In the new right corner they have 56 ft. setback. On the back of the garage they have a 60 ft. setback.

Ms. Hoffman said that sheet  1 shows a perspective of the proposed side entry mudroom and porch. That converted the one car garage.
Ms. Hoffman said she intends to testify as an expert witness in Architecture. She was asked and gave her background and credentials. She was accepted as an expert witness in the field of Architect. 
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The drawing on the lower right hand corner shows a three dimensional drawing of the proposed garage and the side entry porch. The photographs being passed around show the existing conditions. A four car garage is being proposed, one of which would be used for garden equipment. 

Exhibit A-1 is the site plan zoning analysis and a three dimensional perspective of the proposed architectural solution.
Sheet 1 on the board is the site plan, which was submitted with the application. Sheet 4 shows the proposed first floor addition. It was marked into evidence as Exhibit A-2.
Sheet 5 depicts the second floor. No variances are needed.

Sheet 6 shows the side elevation from which we are looking at the subject property.

Exhibit A-3 shows the front and side.
Exhibit A-4 is the proposed rear.

The drawing shows foundation plantings along the perimeter of the building itself. There is no landscape plan. 
Mr. Warner was told that the applicant will stipulate to receiving approval from the Township Planner for a landscaping plan.

Sheet 7 shows the fourth garage, which will be used for lawn equipment. It was marked as Exhibit A-5.

Mr. Chadwick stated that this lot abuts the Wychwood Way farm. The two family house abuts this lot – substantially less than the front yard requirement. The ordinance says that if the adjoining properties are less than the required setback, you are entitled to the average of those distances. He doesn’t know where this property falls in that category.

Ms. Hoffman noted that the property line is slanted. The back of the garage has a bigger setback than the front. The front is 56 ft., while the back is 60 ft. This is a corner lot with two front yards. She feels that this project is not intrusive to any of the neighbors. It would bring this house up to today’s standards, so it is an advancement to the ordinance. We have created a more cohesive architectural solution. There will be no separate storage shed. 
Mr. Reeder 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:

Mrs. Monahan did not feel that the project affected the neighbors.  It is basically like the other larger houses in Town. She has no problem with it. 

Mr. Oliva would be in favor, but he is not buying the hardship part. Needing a three car garage as opposed to a two car garage is not a hardship. The aesthetics are nice and probably enhance the neighborhood.

Mr. Villani said that it is only a front yard setback problem, because it is a corner lot. He has no objection.

Mr. Betz said it is a lovely property and with the improvements it will be lovelier. 

Mr. Di Nardo agreed with his colleagues. He would like to see more landscaping. 
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Messrs. Cooper, Dealaman, Luna and Reeder had no issues and would be in favor.

Landscaping was mentioned as a condition.
Mr. Warner read a Draft Motion.

Mr. Villani made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Oliva.

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

There were no negative votes. The motion carried.  
CASE NO. BA08-08

SCOTT ROSE





BLOCK 178, LOT 3





27 PASSAIC AVE.

Application to construct an addition to an existing single family dwelling…floor area ratio variance needed

Mr. Luna noted that the file is in order.
Scott and Dorothy Rose were sworn in.
Mr. Chadwick and Mr. Kastrud were sworn in. 

Mrs. Rose said that they would like to build an addition to their home. They have two children ages 6 & 7 and need more space. They have only one bathroom. They have a dirt floor crawl space under their daughter’s bed, where the furnace lies on the floor. There is huge hole in her floor, which is the access to the furnace. They would like to make it into a playroom. They need another bathroom as well as the bedroom. 

Mr. Chadwick said that he met with the applicant. In the past, they appeared before this Board and received a variance to construct a pole barn for his antique cars. A basement is proposed as part of this plan. The footprint remains the same. He advised them against expanding the footprint. The setbacks are not being changed. He suggested that, if the application is approved, the Board should grant the listed variances, which are all pre-existing. The floor area ratio changes by adding the second floor addition. Their existing floor area ratio is.178%, while .125% is required. The addition will bring it to .222%
Mrs. Monahan was told that basements are not included in F.A.R. calculations.

Mrs. Rose said that she tried to obtain more property by writing to the neighbors behind her. They declined. She also asked them if they wanted to buy her house. They didn’t.
Copies of the letters were submitted as Exhibits A-1 and A-2. They were sent by regular and certified mail. 

Mr. Warner was told that the letters were sent on 10/21/07.

Exhibit A-3 shows a picture of her house as it looks today. It was taken today.

Mr. Oliva was told that they plan to build two bedrooms and two bathrooms as well as change the one bedroom into a playroom and construct a basement.

Mr. Chadwick reminded that Board that, if approved, they should require a uniform exterior finish.

Mr. Reeder asked for questions from the public. There was none.

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

He closed the public portion.
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DELIBERATIONS:

Mr. Dealaman said he is fine with the application. They can go ahead. 

Mr. Cooper said the plan will enhance the property. It will take care of family issues. It will be good for the neighborhood.

Mr. Di Nardo said the addition is well needed. It is good for the applicant.

Mr. Betz thought is a great proposal. The applicants are going to think they died and went to heaven, when this is finished. 

Mr. Villani remarked that, ordinarily, he is opposed to floor area ratio variances – especially new construction. It is only a 20,000 sq. ft. lot with a growing family wanting to stay in Town. It is a well thought out plan. They are already over the F.A.R. He is sure they will do a good job, so he is in favor of it. 
Mrs. Monahan wants them to get the basement done.

Messrs. Oliva, Luna and Reeder agreed.

Mr. Warner read a Draft Motion.

Mr. Oliva made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Villani.

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

There were no negative votes. The motion carried.  

Mr. Reeder made the following announcement:

CASE NO. BA08-02

JIBHIN HWANG





BLOCK 87, LOT 21.02





48 HILLCREST BLVD.

Application to construct a single family dwelling – lot width/frontage variance required

WILL NOT BE HEARD THIS EVENING –IT WILL BE CARRIED TO JULY 21st  MEETING WITHOUT ADDITIONAL NOTICE

Continuation of the application of:

CASE NO. BA07-08

TIGER REALTY





BLOCK 90,  LOTS 2 & 3





28-30 MOUNTAIN BLVD.

Application for a use variance for commercial development for office and retail – rear of the property is zoned residential – bifurcated – waivers requested from Sewerage 

Authority and Board of Health 
CARRIED FROM 5/19/08 WITH NEW NOTICE

Joseph Murray, an Attorney, represented the applicant. He mentioned that this is a continuation of a bifurcated application for development in a split zone with Green Brook. They will discuss a modification of the plan. 
Mr. Robert Berlant had been sworn in at a previous meeting. He gave an overview of the revised plan dated 4/15/08. He listened to the neighbors, heard their concerns and revised the site plan. He reduced it to two buildings. He pulled the buildings away and put a building on top of building B – making it a two story building. He flip flopped the buildings. 
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Building A used to be located closer to the west – nearer to the residential houses. He pulled it over to the east by the entrance. The bank building was designed as an octagon. He changed it to a rectangular shape. The setback has changed from 43 ft. to 50 ft. The bank will sit behind both the residential houses and the commercial building to the east. 
When he met with the residents on Wilshire, they asked that the buildings be placed as far as possible from them. The 2 story building will be located over to the western property line.  Right now, all the commercial buildings are located within the RBLR zone. Only a portion of the parking lot is in the residential zone. 

Directly behind lots 9.01 and 9.02, a conservation area will be established. This conservation area is larger than the one previously proposed, because they got rid of one of the buildings. It will be almost the size of each of the lots. The lots are roughly 100x120 ft.  The conservation area is 112 by over 200 ft. They are proposing a berm with landscaping to shield the parking lot. They will remove the footings from the old greenhouses, which are unsafe now.

Mr. Murray said that Mr. Chadwick had written a memo requesting renderings of the structures. This has not been done yet.                                       

Mr. Berlant said that he did submit renderings by Salustro Partnership with the original application. It will be modified and look similar to what has been proposed.  The actual square footage of all the commercial buildings has been increased  by 2,258 sq. ft. In creating a two story building you have to include common hallways, common lobby, elevators, stairwell etc. The architectural appearance will be similar to other buildings he’s built. He mentioned the locations. 

Mr. Reeder was told that there are 62 out of 149 parking spaces in the R-65 zone.

Sheet 1 of 2 was mounted on a board. It is the revised plan dated 4/15/08. 
Mr. Chadwick thought that Mr. Berlant should put on the record the square footage of the building proposal prior to the 4/15/08 revision. He was told that building A has not changed. It is 3,577 sq. ft. Building B contains 11,340 sq. ft. for each floor or 22,680 sq. ft. total. The original proposal called for 23,999 sq. ft. for the whole complex. It is now 26,257 sq. ft.

Mr. Reeder was told that the parking lot will have lights, which will be shielded. They will be turned off between 10 & 11 p.m. There will be no glare. They are proposing 12 ft. light poles. The berm will be between 3 & 4 ft. high with evergreens ( approximately 8 ft. at installation). It will create a dense buffer. 

Mr. Villani was told that the 2 story building will be used for general office and some medical. If it is 50% medical, there is not enough parking according to Mr. Chadwick. He was told that they are not asking for a variance for insufficient parking, since it was not noticed.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

Discussion followed.
Mr. Berlant withdrew his intentions for medical. It will be general office only. He agreed to stipulate to it. 
Mr. Warner mentioned that the revised floor area ratio variance of .334 is required. There is an impervious coverage and building coverage, which may be required as well,

due to the re-configuration of the building. The building coverage is 19%, while the maximum allowed is 15% in the RBLR zone.  The impervious coverage is 78.3%, while 60% is the maximum allowed. If that is correct, then additional notice is needed.
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Mr. Murray mentioned a letter dated 8/10/04,concerning the floor area issue and the impervious issue, directed to Mr. Chadwick, relating to a then pending case before this Board. It was provided to the Board Attorney. 
In that application, the lot was in a split zone. A portion of the lot was in the R-20 and a portion in the RBLR zone. The issue arose as to whether the impervious coverage standards and the F.A.R. standards would be applicable to that portion of the property, which was being developed. Do the F.A.R. and impervious coverage standards apply to the RBLR zone, with respect to the structures themselves and whether the impervious coverage, which is a combination of the parking in the RBLR and the adjacent R-65. The cases he has provided, which are in conformity with the definition of F.A.R. – encompasses the lot area of the site not the lot area of the zone district in which it is located. Similarly, we are dealing with a portion of property, which is located in Green Brook Township. The Case Law provided to Mr. Chadwick was to the effect that, when you deal with impervious coverage and deal with F.A.R., the zone boundary is inapplicable and the Municipal boundary is inapplicable. Mr. Fisk will give testimony for the entire site applying the impervious coverage and F.A.R. calculations to both of the zone districts and both of the Municipal boundary lines being taken into account. We satisfy the F.A.R. standards and the impervious coverage standards. 

Mr. Warner was told that, by impervious coverage, Mr. Murray was including building coverage also.  The Board made the decision, and the applicable law has not changed.
Mr. Murray did not think that the Board has the discretion with the application of the law.

It has discretion with application of the facts. 

Discussion followed.

Mr. Murray stated that he put the F.A.R. variance request in his notice, even though he doesn’t think he needs it. Testimony will be given. 

Discussion followed.

Mr. Oliva suggested that, since the buildings are only in the RBLR zone, the calculations for the F.A.R. could be based on the RBLR zone only. The issue is a little bigger than the calculations of the F.A.R. We either see the merits of the project, or we don’t. If we don’t, none of this is going to make any difference. 

Mr. Chadwick noted that the 6/26/08 Denial is not based on the plans before the Board tonight. He will update the denial and provide a copy to the applicant.
Mr. Reeder asked for questions from the public.

Peter Wolfson Esq. representing Jonathan Wolfson, a resident, said that he would like to present his objection to this application by submitting written documents. 
Mr. Murray had no objection.

Mr. Wolfson asked Mr. Berlant if he did any analysis at all of the parking requirements for this ever shifting proposal that he brings tonight.  He was told that for general office he is providing 5 spaces per 1,000. That would be 132 parking spaces. They are providing 149 spaces.  He feels he has sufficient parking. 
Discussion followed.
Mr. Reeder announced that this case will be carried to the 7/21/08 meeting at 7:30 p.m. in this room without additional notice.

Mr. Villani and Mr. Di Nardo recused themselves and left the building.
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Mr. Reeder called for a five minute recess.

He recalled the meeting to order at 9:45 p.m. 

Continuation of the application of:

CASE NO. BA08-01

CMG CHELSEA LLC





BLOCK 79, LOT 21.01





130 MOUNT BETHEL ROAD
Application for a use variance to construct a residential facility for developmentally disabled adults. This is not a permitted use in the GI zone. Application has been bifurcated.
CARRIED FROM 5/19/08 WITHOUT ADDITIONAL NOTICE

Mr. Erwin Schnitzer, an Attorney, represented the applicant. 
Mr. George Scheer of 1115 Green Brook Road, Neptune, was sworn in. 

Mr. Warner as if there were any questions for Dr. Abend, who testified at the last hearing.

Mr. Reeder asked for questions for Dr. Abend.

There was none. 

Mr. Chadwick said that on May 8th ,he met with Mr. Schnitzer, Mr. Helfrich and other professionals, COAH representatives and the Executive Director, Lucy Boorheaves, and Jo Ann Wiggens, the COAH representative for Somerset County. We discussed whether or not this application would qualify as a crediting Affordable Housing Units. The discussion was not completed at that meeting. He spoke with Ms. Wiggens, today, who advised him that she will have a conference call with the applicant’s representatives.  He wanted this on the record.
Mr. Chadwick advised the Board that the individuals proposed to be housed  are emancipated, have no income, (you can’t choose your parents – whether they are wealthy or not) and fall within the population group that housing was to be provided for under the Fair Housing Act. They have yet to agree to that.

Mr. Schnitzer said that there is a good possibility that COAH will support a waiver to allow this development to be exempted from the fair share obligation. The other possibility is that they will be COAH eligible. They are working on both. 

Mrs. Monahan was told that the waiver means that it will not be counted against us. It also doesn’t count for us. They’ve revised their rules so that the Morris Union Jointure School is no longer of a significant impact to the Municipality. 

Discussion followed.

Mr. Sheer said that he is employed by the Children’s Center of Monmouth County as Executive Director for 18 years. It is a program for disabled children and adults with more than 500 attending the program on a daily basis. They arrive by private transport. They draw from 90 districts throughout the State. 

The children and adults are typically autistic or multiply disabled. They work with individual plans for each. The school is structured by individual needs in a highly organized and supervised environment. The children are present for 6 hours, while the adults are there for 8 hours. The disabilities range from severe  to moderate to mild. They have different levels of functioning. 

Mr. Sheer is familiar with this project. The proposal is similar to the facility he runs. 

Mr. Warner was told that Mr. Sheer is testifying as a fact witness.    
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The facility would operate in a similar manner – the structure, the training of staff, the program itself, the safety and security etc. 

Mr. Sheer speculated that an autistic child will grow to adulthood. He would plateau and then stay at that level. They are grouped by their needs, behavior and development. The classes are self-contained – with different levels of ability. There will be recreational and vocational services, mealtime and over all structure and supervision.

There is a screening process based on the level of functioning – based on behavioral issues, the compatibility to work either individually or in a group. They will not accept those who don’t demonstrate significant behaviors, who don’t demonstrate significant disability or who won’t take supervision. Approximately 70% of their population is autistic.

Mrs. Monahan was told that Mr. Sheer has 50 adults at his facility. The staff is usually 1 to 5 or 6. The ages are from 21 to the 50’s. Health is not necessarily an issue.

Mr. Chadwick was told that Mr. Sheer takes moderate to mildly autistic persons - no severe cases. The adults are maintained with supervision. They cannot be let out without it.

Mr. Sheer will be a consultant for this project and will be part of the ownership.

Mr. Reeder asked for questions from the public.

There was none.

Mr. Ken Fears from Oracle Engineering was sworn in. He has appeared before this Board on several occasions and was accepted as an expert witness in Traffic Engineering.
Exhibit A-5 was marked into evidence. It is a Traffic Study. He began by looking at the parking demand for the facility. He attempted to evaluate the land use restrictions under the database published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers – that would be most appropriate for evaluation. One that is closest is Assisted Living. Under Assisted Living, the projected parking demand for a 42 unit facility would be approximately 15 parking spaces. He next looked the activity that occurs on the site. It is his understanding that they will have 22 employees. Based on the patient rates in other facilities, he estimates visitor parking as one space for 10. That would give him 4 spaces for visitors or a total demand of 26. The worst case scenario - he evaluated what would happen if there were two shifts, each with 22 employees & after shift change – everybody changes at once – there would be 44 plus 4 visitors. Realistically, it will never happen, although they are providing 64 parking spaces. He estimated that there would be 15 to 20 trips per hour at a shift change.
 Mr. Reeder asked for questions from the public.
There was none.

Due to the lateness of the hour, Mr. Reeder announced that this case will be carried to the 8/18/08 meeting at 7:30 p.m. in this room without additional notice.

Memorialization of Resolution for CASE NO. BA08-04 DOUCETTE
Mrs. Monahan made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Oliva
Roll call vote was taken. “Yes” votes were received from: Daniel Luna, John Villani, Vincent Oliva, Frank Betz, Douglas Reeder, George Dealaman and Roberta Monahan.
There were no negative votes. The motion carried.
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Memorialization of Resolution for CASE NO. BA 08-08 D’URSO
Mr. Dealaman made a motion to approve, seconded by Mrs. Monahan.
Roll call vote was taken. “Yes” votes were received from: Daniel Luna, John Villani, Vincent Oliva,  Frank Betz, Douglas Reeder, George Dealaman and Roberta Monahan.
There were no negative votes. The motion carried.

Mrs. Monahan made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Oliva.
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

