WARREN TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

REGULAR MEETING   APRIL 5, 2010
The regular meeting of the Board of Adjustment was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Cooper in the new Municipal Court, 44 Mountain Blvd., Warren.

THOSE PRESENT AT ROLL CALL:  John Villani, George Dealaman, Richard Hewson, and Foster Cooper 

Also present was Steven Warner, Attorney for the Board.

THOSE ABSENT:  Vincent Oliva, Brian Di Nardo – recused: Roberta Monahan, Alt. #1
And Paul Sedlak, Alt. #2
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 12, 2010.

FLAG SALUTE:

COMMUNICATIONS:

Memo dated 3/30/10 from Marc C. Singer, Esq., attorney for an objector, requesting attachments referenced in e-mails between Stephan Guillabert, RF expert and Charles Hecht, our RF expert. With it are copies of the attachments.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR PORTION OF THE MEETING

Mr. Cooper asked if any member of the public wished to make a statement, which is unrelated to tonight’s meeting.

There was none.

He closed that portion of the meeting.
AGENDA:

Continuation of the application of:

CASE NO. BA05-01A

LIN CELLULAR COMMUNICATIONS






BLOCK 59, LOT 51





           19 WASHINGTON VALLEY ROAD                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  





Application to construct a 100 ft. flagpole with 12 telecommunication antennas inside                                                          

and equipment cabinets at the base – use and several bulk variances

Application was approved by the Board on 11/20/06.

An objector appealed the decision to the Township Committee, which remanded it back to the Board.

Carried from the 3/15/10 meeting with new notice                              
The case was not heard. It will be carried to the 5/3/10 meeting in this courtroom at 7:00 p.m. without additional notice.
CASE NO. BA10-02 

CHARLES M. MONICA






BLOCK 87, LOT 2






10 HILLCREST BLVD.

Application to raze an existing garage and replace it with a new garage

CARRIED FROM THE 3/15/10 MEETING WITHOUT BEING HEARD

4/5/10 – page 2
Mr. Hewson noted that the file is in order.

Charles Monica and John T. Chadwick IV, P.P. were sworn in.
Mr. Monica said he resides at 10 Hillcrest Blvd. He has a 20 ft. wide x 24 ft. garage (built in the 1930’s), which he would like to replace with a 30x36 ft. garage. He realizes that it doesn’t fit the statutes. He has exhausted every means that he could. His son owns the property to the left of his and is about to build a house. There is no room to acquire some of his property. In 1973, he approached the property owner of the house facing Mount Bethel – with the intention of buying some of his property to square off his lot. The selling price was prohibitive. When the owner died, he approached the widow. She didn’t want to sell. The neighbor has no objection to the garage project.

Mr. Cooper was told that this will not fit into his driveway, because there is such a drastic slope. He will put an entrance right off Hillcrest Blvd. 

When Mr. Cooper asked why it can’t be moved about 15 ft. forward, he was told that it would be on his patio and in his back door.

The proposed garage would be a 36 ft. long single car garage with one door.
Mr. Monica stated that his family has parked a commercial vehicle on the property since the 1930’s. There is no traffic that goes in and out all day. If the application is granted, everything would be enclosed in the garage.
Mr. Hewson was told that the garage could not be turned in the other direction, because of a deep incline. Mr. Chadwick thought this would be the best place to put it. 

Mr. Chadwick said Mr. Monica is trying to preserve the back yard. With the piece in the back, it is almost like a reverse flag lot. There is no issue with lot coverage.

Mr. Chadwick said he checked out the longevity of the commercial vehicle on the property. As far as we know, it has been there for the time frame given in the testimony.
There is a drop off at the end of the driveway. The ridge runs along the end of his back. 

Mr. Cooper said that there will be two driveways.

Mr. Villani was told that there is about 40 ft. from the house to the property line to the east and about 41.9 ft. to the other side. He was shown the location of the patio.

Discussion followed about the possibility of moving the garage.

Mr. Monica said that he is not an architect and not an engineer. He is a layman, when it comes to this. He went from the advice of his son, his architect and Mr. Chadwick.

Mr. Chadwick was told that Mr. Monica’s bedroom was on the side in question. There are windows on the first and second floors. If the garage is placed there, is would create an issue about light and air. 

Mr. Monica did not bring any pictures with him. Mr. Chadwick thought he needed some pictures to show what the side of the house looks like. 

Mr. Cooper remarked that we need pictures, which would become part of the case and evidence. Also, he asked if there were any drawings to show what the garage would look like.

Mr. Villani was told that the patio is all across the backyard. It is not where the driveway is going to be. 

Discussion followed.

Mr. Monica explained his rationale by showing the plot plan.

4/5/10 – Page 3

Mr. Cooper said that we need a couple of things to come up with a workable solution.
We need to see pictures of the side of the house, pictures of the patio and pictures of what the pole barn will look like in order for the Board to make an informed decision.

At present, he is not comfortable with the minimal information given.
Discussion followed.

