 BOROUGH OF WILDWOOD CREST
Planning Board
Meeting Minutes – 7 September 2022 5 p.m.
The following are the minutes of the Wildwood Crest Planning Board as held on Wednesday September 7, 2022, at Borough Hall.  The proceedings of the meeting are recorded and available for public inspection.

Chairman Mr. Davenport called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m., lead the Pledge of Allegiance and read the statement of compliance with the open Public Meetings Act.
Roll call:

Patrick Davenport: present

Barbara Hunt: absent
 
Brian Melchiorre: present

Don Cabrera: present


Joe Franco present

Angela Daniels: present

Gerry D’Antonio: absent


Fred Mettler: present

Pete Cava: present
William Bumbernick: absent

Brian Stuart: present

Vince Tenaglia: present
Bradley Vogdes: present
Board Secretary Pamela Riper: present
Solicitor Rob Belasco: present

Engineer Joe Mohnack: present
Minutes:

Mr. Mettler moved to dispense with the public reading of the minutes of the meeting of 3 August 2022 and approve as distributed, Ms. Daniels second, minutes approved as distributed 

Patrick Davenport: yes

Brian Melchiorre: yes


Brian Stuart: abstain
Don Cabrera: yes

Angels Daniels: yes


Vincent Tenaglia: yes
Fred Mettler: yes

Bradley Vogdes: yes
Mr. Cava joins meeting

New Business:
Preliminary Investigation Portion of B-1 District North – Area in Need of Redevelopment or Rehabilitation Jim Maley (redevelopment council to the borough) explains brief overview of what the redevelopment/ rehabilitation process is: redevelopment is a tool that governing bodies can utilize to help property owners, help developers, help properties that want help, that request help. Give them assistants to try and get development done that the borough believes to be of benefit. Example: someone wants to rehab an existing building, the economics of it are difficult for them., they can approach the town in terms of trying to make zoning changes that can expedite the process. Trying to explore any tax abatement that might be possible for improvements that are made to the property to give a break for a certain period where full taxes are paid. It gives a greater flexibility to the governing body to assist property owners in developing their properties. The process is one where the governing body ask the board to look at a property or an area. The board then conducts a preliminary investigation which is what Taylor design will present to decide whether the area satisfies that the area will be. Whether the area or not satisfies as a development/rehabilitation area.
Michele Taylor (president of Taylor Design Group aka “Board Planner”) briefly explains the Preliminary Investigation Portion of B-1 District North – Area in Need of Redevelopment or Rehabilitation Borough of Wildwood Crest, New Jersey Block 22, Lots 20.01, 20.02, 21.01, 21.02, 22 (which encompasses former Lot 22.01), 23 (which encompasses former Lot 23.01), 24.01, 24.02, 25.01, 25.02; Block 23, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6; Block 27, Lots 19.02, 20.01, 20.02, 21.01, 21.02, 22.01, 22.02, 23, 24, 25; Block 28, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 48, 49, 50; Block 31, Lots 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24; Block 32, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6; Block 35, Lots 19, 20.01, 20.02, 21, 22, 23, 24; Block 36, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 44, 45, 46; Block 39, Lots 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25; Block 40, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 be designated as a Rehabilitation Area pursuant to the Redevelopment Law. 
The Planning Board recommends that the Board of Commissioners consider evaluating extending the area in need of rehabilitation to incorporate the properties located adjacent to New Jersey Avenue between Wisteria and Columbine Roads, specifically Block 43 and 44
Planning Board reviewed the Preliminary Investigation Study, the Study Area map and associated documents, and heard testimony from the Board Planner, and members of the public were given an opportunity to be heard, to present evidence and to ask questions concerning the potential designation of the Study Area as a Non-Condemnation Redevelopment Area and/or a Rehabilitation Area
Public Comments:

Seth Fuscellaro

6101 New Jersey Ave

Questions if there is a chance of looking into this becoming an opportunity zone?
Mr. Belasco replies that it’s not in the local authority, not in the borough’s control. It’s been determined as state/federal level to make that change.
Mathew McElroy

104 E Heather Rd. Unit 2A

Questioning the word condemnation mentioned in preliminary investigation plan. If grant money will it be available to property owners?
Mr. Belasco replies that it will not be a condemnation area and there may be possible tax incentives from the borough if work is completed.
Eileen Booth

104 E Heather Rd. Unit 2B

Could there be possible tax incentives?

Mr. Maley replies that it would possibly give the borough authority for different levels of tax incentives.

Planning Board, having considered the Investigation Study, the Study Area map and associated documents, as well as the testimony of the Board Planner and members of the public, finds as follows:
The Planning Board incorporates herein the facts and findings set forth in the report prepared by Michelle M. Taylor, PP, AICP, (the “Board Planner”), dated August 30, 2022, and entitled “Preliminary Investigation Portion of B-1 District North – Area in Need of Redevelopment or Rehabilitation Borough of Wildwood Crest, New Jersey.”

The Study Area consists of multiple properties within the Borough as identified on Exhibit A, totaling approximately 5.5 acres within the B-1 Business Zone.

The Preliminary Investigation, along with this Resolution, which was conducted by the Planning Board is to be submitted to the Board of Commissioners as the report of the Planning Board for governing body consideration in accordance with the provisions of the Redevelopment Law.

The Planning Board accepts the findings and conclusions contained in the Preliminary Investigation Study and adopts said findings and conclusions herein by reference.

Block 36, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 44, 45, and 46 of the Study Area satisfy criterion set forth in N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5 (b), (d), and (h) for the reasons set forth in the Preliminary Investigation Report, and based upon the testimony and evidence presented at the public hearing.

The Study Area, as a whole, satisfies criterion set forth in N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14(a) (1), (2) and (6) for the reasons set forth in the Preliminary Investigation Report, and based upon the testimony and evidence presented at the public hearing.

The Planning Board recommends that the Board of Commissioners considering evaluating extending the area in need of rehabilitation to incorporate the properties located adjacent to New Jersey Avenue between Wisteria and Columbine Roads, specifically Block 43 and 44.
On motion of Mr. Cava and second by Mr. Stewart to approve the recommended preliminary investigation, the testimony heard, the outline of the zone and the amendment to move the area to include one block to the south
Patrick Davenport: yes


Fred Mettler: yes 

Bradley Vogdes: yes
Don Cabrera: abstain


Angela Daniels: yes 

Vince Tenaglia: yes


Brian Melchiorre: yes


Pete Cava: yes 


Brian Stuart: yes

Mr. Franco joins meeting
Applications to be presented to the Board 

Application PB-22-05 for 415 E Atlanta Avenue a/k/a blk 98.02 lot(s) 10, 11, 12 in Zone M1-B owner Jeffrey Curran; seeking C variance for existing front yard setback in order to maintain and permit a roof over an existing second-floor deck on the westerly-most portion of the structure.

Applicant has complied with all of the procedural requirements of the Municipal Land Use Act and the Borough of Wildwood Crest Planning Board in order to prosecute an application for variance relief.

Borough of Wildwood Crest Planning Board carefully considered the application submitted as well as the testimony and evidence presented as follows: 

The Applicant was represented by Cory Gilman, Esquire who provided the Board with an overview of the application and reviewed the variance relief sought in connection with same.  

Mr. Gilman advised the Board that the subject property is located in the M-1-B zone, and it is currently developed with a multi-family dwelling which was previously operated as the Mark I Hotel.  

Mr. Gilman indicated that the Applicant constructed a roof over an existing second-floor deck and he was subsequently advised that zoning approval would be required in order to maintain some.

Mr. Gilman noted that the Applicant applied for and obtained construction permits prior to constructing the roof in question; however, a zoning permit was not applied for or obtained.

Mr. Gilman advised the Board that the Applicant is a local developer and he was under the impression that a variance was not required since the proposed roof would not extend any further into the front yard setback than the existing deck itself.

Jeffrey Curran, the Applicant, appeared before the Board and he was placed under oath to testify.

Mr. Curran testified that he was the contractor who redeveloped/rehabilitated the former structure located on site, and he retained a unit within the building for himself.

Mr. Curran testified that no additions are proposed to the structure itself.  He indicated that the second-floor sundeck was pre-existing and he constructed a hard roof over same in order to provide protection from the elements.

In response to question posed by the Board, Mr. Gilman indicated that the proposed sundeck is a limited common element and the ability to use and the responsibility to maintain same are addressed within the Condominium Association’s Master Deed and By-Laws.

In response to a question posed by the Board, Mr. Curran testified that the roof was designed by a licensed engineer and same was constructed using tie downs and a rubber roof membrane.

Mr. Curran confirmed that the deck will not be enclosed and same will remain open on all sides.  As a condition of approval, the second-floor deck will remain open and the sides will never be enclosed on either a temporary or permanent basis.

Thomas D’Arrigo, R.A., with TJD Architects & Engineers, P.C., appeared before the Board on behalf of the Applicant.  Mr. D’Arrigo was accepted by the Board as an expert in the field of architecture, and he was placed under oath and testified from the proposed site and architectural plans, consisting of one (1) sheet, dated June 3, 2022, which was received by the Board and which is incorporated herein as fact

Mr. D’Arrigo reviewed the existing and proposed site conditions for the benefit of the Board.

Mr. D’Arrigo testified that the roof in question was constructed in line with the existing second-floor deck.

Mr. D’Arrigo advised the Board that the setback measured to the face of the structure is 8ft. whereas 10ft. is required.  He noted that the deck itself projects further into the front yard setback and a 5.24ft. setback is currently provided and proposed.

Mr. D’Arrigo confirmed that no additional construction or development is proposed to the existing structure or the site itself.

Mr. D’Arrigo opined that the purposes of zoning, outlined within N.J.S.A. 40:55D-2, are advanced in connection with this application and support the relief sought by the Applicant as it:

Provides adequate light, air and open space as the deck will never be enclosed.

Mr. D’Arrigo further opined that the application can be granted as there are no substantial detriments to the public good and the application does not substantially impair the intent and/or purpose of the zone plan or zoning ordinance.

Mr. D’Arrigo advised the Board that the roof in question has no impact on any site triangles and he noted that the deck in question previously housed tables and umbrellas which obstructed neighboring views and which were taller than the roof in question.

A discussion ensued between the Applicant and their professionals and the Board in regards to deck lighting.  The Board acknowledged that any proposed lighting would be reviewed by the Construction Official to ensure compliance with the Borough’s Ordinance.

Borough Engineer Marc DeBlasio, P.E., P.P., C.M.E., prepared an Engineer’s Report dated July 12, 2022 which was received by the Board and which is incorporated herein as fact.  Joseph Mohnack, P.E., a professional engineer and employee with Mr. DeBlasio’s office, appeared at the meeting and reviewed said Report for the benefit of the Board, and he note the conditions outlined therein.  As a condition of approval, the Applicant will comply with any and all comments/conditions set forth within the Engineer’s Report.

Mr. Mohnack confirmed the variance relief sought in connection with this Application.

Mr. Mohnack discussed the issuance of construction permits and the lack of a zoning permit.  The Board engaged in a discussion in regards to the permitting process.

The Meeting was opened to the public for comment.  No members of the public addressed the Board in connection with this application.  Accordingly, the public portion of this application was closed.

Board Solicitor Robert Belasco, Esquire reviewed the variance relief sought by the Applicant and provided the findings of fact for the record.
Findings of Fact accepted on motion of Ms. Daniels and 2nd by Mr. Tenaglia

Patrick Davenport: yes


Fred Mettler: yes

Vince Tenaglia: yes
Joe Franco: yes


             Angela Daniels: yes

Bradley Vogdes: abstain

Don Cabrera: yes


Pete Cava: yes


Brian Stuart: yes

Brian Melchiorre: yes




The Board accepted the findings of fact and thereafter opened the Application up for deliberation.
During deliberations, a majority of the Board Members found that the purposes of zoning identified by the Applicant will be advanced in connection with the proposed development.  

The majority of the Board agreed that the benefits associated with granting this application outweigh any potential detriments, and the Board agreed that there will be no detriments to the public good, the zoning ordinance, or the zone plan.
On Motion of Mr. Tenaglia and 2nd by Mr. Melchiorre to approve the front yard setback variance at 5.24’ subject to condition that decks are open and sides will never be enclosed either temporarily or permanently
Patrick Davenport: yes


Fred Mettler: yes

Vince Tenaglia: yes

Joe Franco: yes


             Angela Daniels: yes

Bradley Vogdes: abstain


Don Cabrera: yes


Pete Cava: no


Brian Stuart: no


Brian Melchiorre: yes
Patrick Davenport recuses from the application hearing. Robert Belasco chairs the meeting.
Application PB-22-04 for 423-425 Louisville Ave a/k/a blk 100.00 lot 15.03 & 15.04 Zone M-1-B1 owner NSH26, LLC/Harold and Brunilda Hurwitz seeking ‘C’ variance relief relation to minimum front yard setback – Louisville Avenue (18ft. is required whereas 10.6ft. is proposed), maximum lot  coverage (55% is permitted whereas 75% is proposed), to permit a swimming pool in the front yard, to permit a patio in the front yard, minimum accessory swimming pool front yard setback (18ft. is required whereas 16ft. is proposed), and minimum front yard fence height (4ft. is permitted whereas 5.42ft. is proposed), in order to construct an outdoor terrace/patio, in-ground swimming pool, and a perimeter retaining wall.
Applicant has complied with all of the procedural requirements of the Municipal Land Use Act and the Borough of Wildwood Crest Planning Board in order to prosecute an application for variance relief.

Borough of Wildwood Crest Planning Board carefully considered the application submitted as well as the testimony and evidence presented as follows: 

The Applicant was represented by Cory Gilman, Esquire who provided the Board with an overview of the application and reviewed the variance relief sought in connection with same.  

Mr. Gilman advised the Board that the subject property is located in the M-1-B zone and a single-family dwelling is currently under construction.

The subject property was the subject of a 2017 subdivision application which resulted in the creation of four lots suitable for the development of single-family dwellings.

The Applicant purchased the interior lot, lot 15.04, in 2020, and the exterior lot, lot 15.03, in 2022.  

Mr. Gilman advised the Board that said lots have since been consolidated and the Applicant is now proposing to construct an outdoor pool/patio area.  

The subject property is a corner lot with frontage along the Beach and along Louisville Avenue.  The proposed pool and patio are located in the front yard adjacent to Louisville Avenue.

Harold Hurwitz, the Applicant and owner of the subject property, appeared and he was placed under oath to testify before the Board.

Mr. Hurwitz discussed his family’s history with Wildwood Crest and their desire to construct a single-family dwelling in order to relocate permanently to the Borough.

Mr. Hurwitz testified that he purchased the interior lot in 2020 and started construction on a single-family dwelling.  During construction the exterior lot became available and he indicated that he purchased same in order to develop an outdoor recreation area that is aesthetically pleasing and meets the needs of his family.

Christina D’Arrigo, R.A. and Thomas D’Arrigo, R.A., with TJD Architects & Engineers, P.C., appeared before the Board on behalf of the Applicant.  Ms. D’Arrigo and Mr. D’Arrigo were both accepted by the Board as experts in the field of architecture, and they were placed under oath and testified from the proposed site and architectural plans, consisting of six (6) sheets, dated June 16, 2022 and revised August 18, 2022, which were received by the Board and which are incorporated herein as fact.

Ms. D’Arrigo presented a color rendering of the site plan which was marked by the Board as Exhibit A-1.

Ms. D’Arrigo reviewed the existing and proposed site conditions for the benefit of the Board.  A single-family dwelling is currently under construction.  A 14ft. access/utility easement is located in the rear of the property and a 10ft. public access easement is located on site adjacent to the beach.

The exterior lot was previously approved for the development of a 4-story single-family dwelling, and pilings were driven by the prior owner in order to support same.  A question arose in relation to the proposed pool and said pilings, and it was confirmed that the piling can be utilized in order to prevent uplift with the pool.  

Ms. D’Arrigo confirmed that the Applicant’s proposal involves the construction of an outdoor patio/cabana and an indoor pool in the area that was previously approved for the construction of a single-family dwelling.

Ms. D’Arrigo testified that the interior portion of the lot where the proposed patio is located was raised to elevation 11’ and a perimeter retaining wall is proposed in order to secure the site and to mitigate against potential flooding.  The single-family dwelling currently under construction and the proposed cabana will be constructed at elevation 13’ as the proposed plumbing fixtures cannot be located below the base flood elevation.

She indicated that raising the elevation of the interior lot necessitated that the exterior lot also be raised in order to provide adequate access to the structure.

The Applicant is proposing to incorporate landscaping between the retaining wall and the property line in order to provide a visual buffer to same.

Ms. D’Arrigo distributed a color rendering of the structure and outdoor patio/pool area which was received by the Board and which was marked as Exhibit A-2.  As a condition of approval, the Applicant will submit revised plans which include proposed building elevations.

Ms. D’Arrigo reviewed the access points to the site and the access that’s provided to the single-family dwelling and the patio area.

With respect to the proposed retaining wall/fence, Ms. D’Arrigo advised the Board that the grade along the Louisville Avenue fluctuates between BFE 9.25’ and 10.2’.  She indicated that the average height of the proposed fence/retaining wall is 5.42ft. whereas the Borough’s Ordinance limits the height of a front yard fence to 4ft.

A lengthy discussion took place between the Applicant and their professionals and the Board and its professional in relation to the height of the fence and where the measurement to determine the height of same are taken.

The Board determined that the height of the fence/retaining wall is measured from the exterior, public-facing side of same.

 With respect to the proposed cabana, Ms. D’Arrigo advised the Board that same is approximately 18ft. 4inches tall which is well below the height of the previously approved 4-story single-family dwelling.

At the time that the Application was originally filed an accessory building height variance was required in relation to the proposed height of the cabana; however, the Application was subsequently amended to propose attaching the cabana to the principal structure which, pursuant to the Borough’s Ordinance, results in the cabana being treated as a part of the principal structure.  

Accordingly, the proposed cabana height does not exceed maximum permitted building height in the zone.

Ms. D’Arrigo testified that the proposed retaining wall was designed to maintain a consistency with the appearance of the single-family home and cabana.  She also reiterated that a full landscaped edge has been incorporated to improve the aesthetics of the retaining wall.  As a condition of approval, the Applicant will submit a detailed landscaping plan to be review and approved by the Board Engineer.

A significant discussion took place in relation to the height of the retaining wall and the standards that govern same.  Ms. D’Arrigo testified that the International Building Code requires a handrail/guardrail in light of the location of a proposed landing which necessitated that the retaining wall exceed the permitted 4ft.  

Board Members recognized that the increase in fence height was created in part due to the Applicant’s decision to raise the grade of the subject property.

At the conclusion of that discussion, the parties were in agreement that, regardless of the requirements of the IBC, the Borough’s Ordinance limits the height of fences/retaining walls in a front yard to 4ft.  The height of the wall proposed by the Applicant is approximately 5.42ft. which requires a variance. 

With respect to lot coverage, Ms. D’Arrigo advised the Board that the M-1-B zone permits a maximum lot coverage of 55% for single-family dwellings whereas the Applicant is proposing 75%.

A paved easement area exists in the rear portion of the lot which was established at the time that the 2017 subdivision application was approved by the Board.  In addition, there is a 10ft. public access easement located adjacent to the beach which is also paved and which was required in connection NJDEP approvals.

Ms. D’Arrigo opined that the Applicant would likely comply with maximum permitted lot coverage if the aforementioned easements were not required to be paved.

Board Members questioned what efforts were made in the remaining portion of the property to meet maximum lot coverage or to mitigate the increase in coverage.

Ms. D’Arrigo opined that the purposes of zoning, outlined within N.J.S.A. 40:55D-2, are advanced in connection with this application and support the relief sought by the Applicant as it:

Secures safety from fire, flood, panic and other natural and man-made disasters;

Provides adequate light, air and open space as the deck will never be enclosed;

Promotes the establishment of appropriate population densities and concentrations that will contribute to the well-being of persons, neighborhoods, communities and regions and preservation of the environment;

Provides sufficient space in appropriate locations for a variety of agricultural, residential, recreational, commercial and industrial uses and open space, both public and private, according to their respective environmental requirements in order to meet the needs of all New Jersey citizens; and

Promotes a desirable visual environment through creative development techniques and good civic design and arrangement.

Ms. D’Arrigo further opined that the application can be granted as there are no substantial detriments to the public good and the application does not impair the intent and/or purpose of the zone plan or zoning ordinance.

She argued that many of the variances sought by the Applicant are similar to the variances that were previously approved by the Board in connection with the 2017 subdivision application.  

The Board determined that the prior variances were no longer applicable/valid in light of the consolidation of the lots in question and the substantially modified development proposal.

Ms. D’Arrigo testified that on balance, the benefits associated with the Applicant’s proposal outweigh any detriments.

Borough Engineer Marc DeBlasio, P.E., P.P., C.M.E., prepared an Engineer’s Report dated September 6, 2022 which was received by the Board and which is incorporated herein as fact.  Joseph Mohnack, P.E., a professional engineer and employee with Mr. DeBlasio’s office, appeared at the meeting and reviewed said Report for the benefit of the Board, and he note the conditions outlined therein.  As a condition of approval, the Applicant will comply with any and all comments/conditions set forth within the Engineer’s Report.

Mr. Mohnack confirmed the variance relief sought in connection with this Application.

Mr. Mohnack provided the Board with an overview of the applicable sections of the Ordinance regulating fence/retaining wall heights.  He advised the Board that the height of the wall fluctuates slightly due to the grade of the site along Louisville Avenue.

Mr. Mohnack advised the Applicant that the sidewalks located on site need to be replaced and made ADA compliant.  As a condition of approval, the Applicant will replace existing sidewalks with ADA compliant sidewalks.

The Meeting was opened to the public for comment.  
Richard King, Esquire with the KingBarnes Law Group appeared before the Board on behalf of the Wyndmere Condominium Association.

Mr. King advised the Board that his client’s only concern associated with the application is related to the height of the proposed retaining wall.

Mr. King indicated that his clients are in favor of the pool and cabana and believe that same is a much better alternative for the site than a 4-story single-family dwelling.

Mr. King indicated that the proposed height of the fence was necessitated by the Applicant’s decision to raise the grade of the subject property.

Mr. King also took issue with the Applicant’s argument that the height of the fence should be taken from the interior of the property as opposed to the exterior of the property.  He argued that the fence is intend to keep the public out of the pool.

Mr. King advised the Board that his clients were agreeable to a retaining wall that was limited to 4ft., the maximum height permitted in a front yard throughout the Borough.

Nicole Malcolm, owner of the property located at 421 E. Louisville Avenue, appeared and she was placed under oath to testify before the Board.  Ms. Malcom advised the Board that she has no objection to the proposed development.  She indicated that the proposed cabana is a better alternative to the 4-story single-family dwelling.

No additional members of the public addressed the Board in connection with this application.  Accordingly, the public portion of this application was closed.

Board Solicitor Robert Belasco, Esquire reviewed the variance relief sought by the Applicant and provided the findings of fact for the record.

The Board accepted the findings of fact and thereafter opened the Application up for deliberation.

During deliberations, Board Members expressed concerns in relation to the location of the proposed pool and cabana and the fact that same encroached into the required front yard setbacks.  A majority of the Board took no issue with the general proposal to locate a pool and cabana in a front yard as the subject property is a corner lot containing frontage along two public rights-of-way; whoever, the Board acknowledged that there is ample room on site to construct a pool and cabana that complies with required setbacks.

Board Members took issue with the proposed lot coverage as they felt that the Applicant failed to take any reasonable measures to mitigate excess lot coverage.  The Board took issue with the Applicant’s testimony that the paved easement areas are the reason for the increased lot coverage.  The Board recognized that those areas are part of the subject property regardless of whether same is required to be paved and that the Applicant took no steps to reduce coverage in other areas of the property.  

With respect to the variances in relation to the minimum front yard setback – Louisville Avenue (18ft. is required whereas 10.6ft. is proposed), maximum lot  coverage (55% is permitted whereas 75% is proposed), and the minimum accessory swimming pool front yard setback (18ft. is required whereas 16ft. is proposed), the Board finds that the Applicant has failed to present evidence and testimony establishing that the relief sought by the Applicant advance the purposes of zoning.

Findings of Fact accepted on motion of Mr. Vodges and 2nd by Mr. Tenaglia

Joe Franco: yes


Fred Mettler: yes

Vince Tenaglia: yes

Don Cabrera: yes

Angela Daniels: yes

Bradley Vogdes: yes


Pete Cava: yes


Brian Melchiorre: yes

Brian Stuart: yes
The Board further finds that the aforementioned variances present substantial detriments to the public good and would in fact impair the intent and purpose of the zoning plan and zoning ordinance.

The Board recognized that the size of the subject property provides ample space for the Applicant to design an aesthetically pleasing cabana/pool which meets the needs of their family while also still ensuring compliance with the zoning ordinance.

With respect to the variances to permit a swimming pool in the front yard, to permit a patio in the front yard, and the minimum front yard fence height (4ft. is permitted whereas 5.42ft. is proposed), a majority of the Board Members found that the purposes of zoning identified by the Applicant would be advanced in connection with the proposed development and support the approval of these variances.  

The majority of the Board agreed that the benefits associated with granting the aforementioned variances outweigh any potential detriments, and the Board agreed that there will be no detriments to the public good, the zoning ordinance, or the zone plan. 
Deliberation by the board ensued concerning front yard setback, lot coverage, pool in front yard, setback for pool, patio in front yard, height of fence in front yard
Each variance to be voted on separately
Motion to grant front yard setback - Denied
Joe Franco: no


Fred Mettler: no


Vince Tenaglia: no
Don Cabrera: no

Angela Daniels:
no

Bradley Vogdes: no


Pete Cava: no


Brian Melchiorre: no

Brian Stuart: no
Motion to grant max lot coverage - Denied
Joe Franco: yes


Fred Mettler: no


Vince Tenaglia: yes
Don Cabrera: yes

Angela Daniels:
no

Bradley Vogdes: no


Pete Cava: no


Brian Melchiorre: no

Brian Stuart: no
Motion to grant pool in front yard - Approved
Joe Franco: yes


Fred Mettler: yes

Vince Tenaglia: yes
Don Cabrera: yes

Angela Daniels:
yes

Bradley Vogdes: yes


Pete Cava: yes


Brian Melchiorre: yes

Brian Stuart: yes
Motion to grant setback for pool – Denied
Joe Franco: yes


Fred Mettler:yes

Vince Tenagli: no
Don Cabrera: yes

Angela Daniels: yes

Bradley Vogdes: no


Pete Cava: no


Brian Melchiorre: no

Brian Stuart: no
Motion to grant patio in front yard- Approved
Joe Franco: yes


Fred Mettler: yes

Vince Tenaglia: yes
Don Cabrera: yes

Angela Daniels:
yes

Bradley Vogdes: yes


Pete Cava: yes


Brian Melchiorre: yes

Brian Stuart: yes
Motion to grant proposed height of fence in front yard - Approved
Joe Franco: yes


Fred Mettler: no


Vince Tenaglia: no
Don Cabrera: yes

Angela Daniels: yes

Bradley Vogdes: no


Pete Cava: yes


Brian Melchiorre: yes

Brian Stuart: yes
Mr. Davenport returns to meeting
Resolutions memorializing Board actions
Resolution PB-22-07 approving application PB-22-01 for 6511 Seaview Ave a/k/a blk 50.02 lot 8 Zone R-1A owner Nicholas Anthanasiou; seeking C variance relief relation to maximum curb cut width in order to expand an existing curb cut located on site to accommodate additional off-street parking, 
Mr. Tenaglia moved to approve, second by Mr. Cava;

Joe Franco yes


Fred Mettler: yes

Vince Tenaglia: yes

Don Cabrera- yes

Angela Daniels: yes

Bradley Vogdes: yes


Pete Cava- abstain

Brian Melchiorre: yes

Brian Stuart: abstain
Pat Davenport- yes
No Administrative Resolutions
No Public Comment

Under Old Business- move to next month
Condo/Hotel Conversion

NJ Residential Site Improvement Standards

DEP Training

Bike Connectivity Path

Bulkheads
No New Business
The next regularly scheduled meeting is 5 October, there is one application to come before the board on that date.
On motion of Ms. Tenaglia, second by Mr. Vogdes and unanimous voice vote, the Chairman adjourned the meeting 8:45pm.
Pamela Riper
Planning Board Secretary
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