EWARREN TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

REGULAR MEETING   DECEMBER 3, 2012
The regular meeting of the Board of Adjustment was called to order at 7:08 p.m. by Chairman Cooper in the Municipal Court, 44 Mountain Blvd., Warren.

THOSE PRESENT AT ROLL CALL:  John Villani, Vincent Oliva, George Dealaman, Brian Di Nardo, Richard Hewson and Foster Cooper 
Also present was Steven Warner, Attorney for the Board.

THOSE ABSENT:  Fernando Castanheira and Roberta Monahan, Alt. #1
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 10, 2012.

FLAG SALUTE:

MINUTES:  The minutes of the 10/1/12 meeting had been forwarded to members for review.

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

All were win favor, so moved.

                                  COMMUNICATIONS:

September/October 2012 issue of the NEW JERSEY PLANNER

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 agenda.

There was none.

He closed that portion of the meeting.

AGENDA:
Continuation of the appeal of:


CASE NO. BA12-02  ARISTIDE DE TORRES

                                  BLOCK 97, LOT 12




  19 FAIRFIELD AVE.

Application to construct a new single family dwelling replacing a home to be razed – variances needed: lot area, lot width, one side yard, both side yards -  % coverage by buildings & pavement – floor area ratio -  required .125% existing .249% - proposed .369%

HEARD BUT NOT COMPLETED – CARRIED FROM THE 10/1/12 MEETING WITHOUT ADDITIONAL NOTICE

Richard Sasso, an Attorney represented the applicant. He stated that the bulk of the case had been heard at the 10/1/12 meeting. They have amended some portions of the application, based on some suggestions by the Board.  They have included additional buffering. Mr. Chadwick suggested that a comparison of floor area ratios in the area would be helpful. 
12/3/12 – page 2 
W. Leland Titus, P.E. was sworn in at the previous meeting. He prepared two sheets (last revised 10/17/12) of a revised landscaping plan. He stated that 16 Leyland Cypress trees would be installed at 6 to 8 foot heights at planting and 2 red maples and 15 boxwood trees will all surround the perimeter of the property. He said that the proposed landscaping will be substantially more than the landscape screening on any of the neighboring properties.
Mr. Titus introduced Exhibit A-5 into evidence. It is a photo that the applicant took shortly after the last meeting. It shows the common property line between lots 30 and 31. 

Mr. Cooper asked for questions from the public.
No member of the public was present.

Exhibit A-6 was introduced into evidence. It is a compendium of approximately 24 photographs of neighboring homes in the Plainfield Garden section of the Township with garages, some attached and some detached. These were taken by the applicant for comparison purposes to

the proposed dwelling with a one-car attached garage. Mr. De Torres was recalled to testify. He is still under oath. He described each of the photos and its relation to his property. He emphasized the garages on each of the properties in relation to his proposed single car garage.
No member of the public was present to ask questions.

Mr. Daniel Bloch, a Professional Planner, was sworn in at the previous meeting.  He introduced Exhibit A-7 into evidence. It is a five page compendium containing 5 tables, ranking the property – existing and proposed and 15 neighboring properties – by lot area, floor area, floor area ratio and floor area to frontage ratio and impervious coverage. He stated that the subject property is ranked 13th in lot area. The proposed dwelling would be ranked 3rd in floor area and 1st in floor area ratio. The proposed dwelling would be ranked 2nd in floor area to frontage ratio and 3rd in impervious coverage. The existing floor area ratio is .249%. The applicant is proposing .369%.
Mr. Bloch believed that the proposed floor area ratio variance should be granted, since the proposal served the purposes of the Municipal Land Use Law, including promoting a desirable visual environment. The existing home is in a terrible condition. It would be replaced with a visually appealing new residential dwelling with an attached garage. (The garage would help to de-clutter the neighborhood.) He said that the site could accommodate a floor area ratio greater that that permitted, because the size of the homes on neighboring lots and the landscape screening proposed around the perimeter of the subject property. He felt the proposal satisfied the requirements of the negative criteria.
No member of the public was present to ask questions.

Mr. Chadwick said that this site was beyond regulations, before it was torn down. It would have been helpful for the Board to see what had existed there and compare it to what would replace it. The width of the new structure is virtually the same as what was there. From the street, the width will look the same. 

The little lots over there don’t comply with anything. We have been dealing with this for over fifteen years. He felt that the applicant is pushing the envelope, but it is not so bad. Every case stands on its own. However, this area has been going through gentrification for twenty years.

Mr. Oliva was concerned that this could cause a trend to get into the .30% range. He was told that we don’t often have 5,000 sq. ft. property cases. Most are 10,000 sq. ft. This is a three bedroom and 2 ½ small baths home. The house is 1,500 sq. ft.

12/3/12 – page 3

Mr. Sasso gave a brief summary of the case. They are stuck with a 5,000 sq. ft. lot. Each application is based on the facts. The garage adds to the benefit of re-building the property. This will fit into the neighborhood. This is all part of the gentrification of the area.  It will make the area nicer looking. That is why we’re asking the Board to approve it.
Mr. Cooper opened the meeting to public comment.

There was none.

He closed that portion of the meeting.

Mr. Warner mentioned the variances being requested as stated in the Zoning Officer Denial.

DELIBERATIONS:
Mr. Villani said that this is about as big a house as you can put in that area. Based on the fact of the buffering landscaping and the garage inside, he felt that the application met the positive and negative criteria. The house could be built without detriment. It will be an asset to the community. Based on the neighborhood, it is a good step in the right direction. He would be in favor of it.
Mr. Di Nardo said he is satisfied. It will enhance the neighborhood. He would go with it.
Mr. Dealaman thought it would enhance the neighborhood. There are no neighbors here to protest.  The landscaping is the key to a successful project. He would be in favor.
Mr. Oliva said he would go with it. However, he was told that the bedrooms were tiny. He felt they would be tiny in a mc-mansion. The aesthetic part is good. It will look better. Some of the dimensions could have been worked on.
Mr. Hewson approved. He would go with it.

Mr. Cooper said he has concerns. However, he agrees with Mr. Chadwick. With the limitation of a 5,000 sq. ft. lot, what is being proposed could be a benefit to the neighborhood. He would be in favor.
Mr. Warner read the stipulated to conditions.

He read a Draft Motion.

Mr. Dealaman made a motion to approve, seconded by Mr. Hewson.

Roll call vote was taken. “Yes” votes were received from: John Villani, Vincent Oliva, Brian Di Nardo, George Dealaman, Richard Hewson and Foster Cooper.
There were no negative votes. The motion carried.

Mr. Dealaman made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Hewson.

All were in favor, so moved.

There being no additional business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathleen M. Lynch

Clerk

