


TOWN OF STONY POINT
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Minutes of May 20, 2021



PRESENT:						ALSO PRESENT:
Mr. Keegan						Dave MacCartney, Attorney
Mr. Anginoli 						John Hager, Building Inspector
Mr. Lynch 						
Mr. Strieter  
Mr. Gazzola  (absent)
Ms. Davis 
 
Chairman Wright 

Stony Point Zoning Board of Appeals meeting, which was held on May 20, at 7:00 PM was conducted via Zoom video conferencing online at 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81045271012?pwd=cFhSK1Z6bmZvV1pPSDVDanZ5UTJXUT09
and hosted by Dave MacCartney, Esq., Attorney for the Zoning Board of Appeals.  The meeting was also accessible by telephone at 1-929-205-6099 US; webinar ID:  810 4527 1012.

Chairman Wright:  Good evening.  Welcome to the Stony Point Zoning Board of Appeals.  I call this meeting of May 20, 2021, to order.  Please rise for the Pledge of Allegiance.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited, and roll call taken. 

Chairman Wright:  The first item I will get into is I’ll take a motion to approve the minutes of April 15, 2021.

***MOTION:  Mr. Anginoli made a motion to accept the minutes of April 15, 2021; seconded by Mr. Strieter.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

Chairman Wright:  The first item then is a new application the request of Peter Walsh.

Request of Peter Walsh - App. #21-07 

A variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article XIV, Paragraph 94 D – Insufficient side yard set-back; required side yard:  15’ minimum, proposed side yard 6.7’, required combined side yard setbacks: 25’, proposed combined side yard set-backs:  21.1’, exist.  Front yard established at 25.5’.  Variances required 8.3’ side yard setback and 3.9’ combined side yard setback for residential addition at 8 Walter Drive, Stony Point, New York

Section:  15.03          Block:  3          Lot:  57          Zone:  R-1

Chairman Wright:  Are the residents, the applicants, or their representatives available?

Unknown Male:  Yes, we are present.

Chairman Wright:  Could you just identify yourselves, your address and then swear that the testimony you are about to give is truthful.

	Peter Walsh
	8 Walter Drive
	Stony Point, New York  10980

Mr. Walsh:  “The testimony I am about to tell you is truthful.”

Chairman Wright:  Thank you sir.  What we are looking to do here is this isn’t the Public Hearing.  This is for…we want to review the application to make sure it’s consistent and complete and if it is then what we will do is move to put it on the next agenda; which would be June 17, 2021.  

So at this point if you could of just kind of give us an overview of what you are trying to do and then the Board will have a couple of questions probably as a follow-up.

Mr. Walsh:  So what we are trying to do is we are trying to put a back room with a two-car garage for the purpose we have a large family, so we needed a little extra room and some storage room.  We spoke to James Campbell Construction who helped me with the process and pointed me in the right direction and that would be the purpose why we are trying to put the addition on to the house.  

Chairman Wright   And this is for a…I am just asking the Board; the application is for an area variance; correct?  I am just looking at the application.

Mr. Lynch:  Yes.

Chairman Wright  And there is no need to go the Planning Board on this one I understand or is that a potential?

Ms. Kivlehan:  No, not this one.

Chairman Wright:  Okay, I will ask the Board if they have any questions for Mr. Walsh?

Mr. Lynch:  I thought it was straightforward enough.

Chairman Wright:  Okay.  So what will do Mr. Walsh is we will have a site visit the last Sunday in May which is May 30th between the hours of 8:30 and 10:00.  One or more people might show up during that time period.  What they want to do is take a look at the property and if you could potentially stake-out the area that is going to be affected by the construction there so we can get a better sense; visually, of what the impact is going to be and what these variances are going to be.  Is that alright?

Mr. Walsh:  That is not a problem.  

Mr. Lynch:  I just want to say remember that is Memorial Day weekend.

Chairman Wright:  So what may happen is Mr. Walsh is if everybody can’t be there they may come sporadically between now and June 17th.  I’ll just if they come, they just try and let you know that they are going to be there.

Mr. Walsh:  That is fine.  I will…I can’t really stake it out because it’s coming on our driveway, but we can put like…I can tape it down or something.

Chairman Wright:  That is fine.  Any kind of visual marker to give us an understanding of the size of the variance requested.

Mr. Walsh:  Understood.  Not a problem.

Ms. Kivlehan:  Mr. Walsh, I have to give you Public Hearing notices, but I am not going to be in next week.  I will be back June 1st.  So I will give you a call and then you can come into the office to pick up the paperwork that I am going to be giving you.  You have to notify your neighbors and you are going to have to post the property before your June 17th Public Hearing.  Okay?


Mr. MacCartney:  One thing I might add…this is Dave MacCartney speaking.  In the package that was provided to me I don’t see like a survey or plan showing the bulk table or showing where’s the addition on the property and where are the variances required and what are the setbacks.  I see the home plans; the floor plan from Mr. Levesque and the elevations, but I don’t see like a survey; unless I am missed it.

Chairman Wright:  I think I see Mr. Levesque on the camera.  Is this Mr. Levesque related to this?  

Mr. Levesque:  This is Kier Levesque and “I swear that everything I am going to tell you is the truth.”  

Chairman Wright:  Thank you.  Just your address please?

	Kier Levesque
	49 Third Avenue
	Nyack, New York  10960

Chairman Wright  Thank you.

Mr. Levesque:  Mr. MacCartney, there should be a drawing by Paul Gdanski called Plot Plan for Walsh that has up at the top right hand corner all of the bulk table and requirements.

Mr. MacCartney:  I think it didn’t make its way into my packet; maybe that’s the issue.  So Kathy, do you have that?

Ms. Kivlehan:  It might be in the office.  I won’t be able to get it to you until June 1st if it is there, but like I said I will have to look and see.  But, I will make myself a note to look for the plot plan.

Mr. MacCartney:  That’s fine.  As long as it is in the file, and it’s been provided.  That was my concern.

Ms. Kivlehan:  Okay, no problem.

Mr. Levesque:  If I hold it up to my camera, would you like to read it?

Mr. MacCartney:  I don’t need it right now.  I was just concerned whether there was one or not.  Obviously, the Board would like to see it prior to the hearing.  

Chairman Wright:  Thank you for that catch Mr. MacCartney we appreciate your backstopping us on that.  

With that, I will take a motion to put this on the agenda for June 17th.

***MOTION:  Mr. Lynch made a motion to place Application #21-07 on the June 17, 2021, agenda; seconded by Mr. Strieter.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

Chairman Walsh:  Thank you, Mr. Walsh.  You can hang up.  We are good with you for tonight.  We will see you on June 17th.  


Chairman Wright:  The next is the continued Public Hearing and/or decision for the request of Gary Galanti.

Request of Gary Galanti - App. #21-03 

A variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article III, Section 9A – Insufficient front yard setback; required front yard: 25’ minimum, existing front yard: 25.1’, proposed front yard: 16.1’ side yard continues in compliance.  Variance required: 9’ front yard setback at 18 River Road, Stony Point, New York, for a front deck.

Section:  21.09          Block:  1          Lot:  17          Zone:  RW

Chairman Wright:  So I think we had an outstanding item on here that I think has been resolved and I am not sure who was following up on that one.  Is that just the Haverstraw thing, Kathy?

Ms. Kivlehan:  Correct.  They never sent me a letter so…never heard from the Town or the Village.

Chairman Wright:  And if I remember correctly what we were going to do is if we didn’t hear anything we would go ahead then and close the Public Hearing and then read a decision which I think Mr. MacCartney has furnished for us in that instance.

Does anybody have any other questions then for Mr. Galanti on the River Road proposal?

Mr. Lynch:  No.

Chairman Wright:  If not, unless Mr. MacCartney has any other feedback I think we can close the Public Hearing?

Mr. MacCartney:  I think the Public Hearing is ready to be closed,

Chairman Wright:  Okay, if there is no other questions I will take a motion to close the Public Hearing.

***MOTION:  Mr. Lynch made a motion to close the Public Hearing; seconded by Mr. Keegan.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

Chairman Wright:  With that I have a motion which is going to be the decision and I will just read that, and we will have that underway.

***MOTION:  Chairman Wright  offered the following resolution; seconded by Mr. Keegan:

In the Matter of Application #21-03 of Gary Galanti for a variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article III, Section 9A – Insufficient front yard setback; required front yard: 25’ minimum, existing front yard: 25.1’, proposed front yard: 16.1’ for the construction, maintenance and use of a front deck on property located at 18 River Road, Stony Point, New York, designated on the Tax Map as Section 21.09, Block 1, Lot 17 in the RW Zoning District.
WHEREAS, the applicant represented himself and the following documents were placed into the record and duly considered:
Application and all attached documents; Plans; Rockland County Highway Department letter dated March 3, 2021; Rockland County Planning Department letter dated March 18, 2021.
Additionally, members of the Zoning Board of Appeals personally visited the applicant’s property and viewed it and the neighboring properties on or about March 14, 2021.
	WHEREAS, this is a Type II Action pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act; and
	WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on March 18, April 15, and May 20, 2021, and the testimony of the following persons was duly considered: Applicant; and 
	WHEREAS, all the evidence and testimony was carefully considered, and the Zoning Board of Appeals has made the following findings of fact and conclusions:
	The applicant is the owner of the subject parcel which is presently improved with a single family home.  The front of the home faces the Hudson River, and has an existing front porch measuring 3 feet deep and extending most of the width of the house, left to right.  That shallow porch allows for standing room only.  The applicant seeks to extend part of the existing porch out an additional 9 feet toward the front property line to permit some additional space for some chairs for a small sitting area overlooking the river.  Once constructed, the new open-air deck will extend a total of 12 feet from the house and will be 14 feet long, left to right starting on the front left corner of the house.   The plans submitted to the board confirm this.
Because the home sits slightly at an angle to the front property line, the front, left corner of the new proposed deck would be 16.1 feet from the front property line, but the Zoning Code requires 25 feet. Accordingly, the applicant seeks an area variance of 8.9 feet from this Board for the required front yard setback.
It should be noted that there is an additional 23 feet beyond the front property line up to the edge of pavement on River Road, so the proposed deck is not unreasonably close to the road, and presents no sight line issues of any kind.  There are also some properties with similar conditions in the neighborhood.
No objections to the proposed variances were received. 
	The Rockland County Highway Department issued a review letter dated March 3, 2021, containing 6 comments. Comments 1, 3, and 4 relate to the investigation of potential issue(s), if any, of flooding. The Board finds there to be no adverse impact from a flooding standpoint from this modest extension of the open-air front deck. Comment 3 concerns a potential issue concerning street parking, and the Board finds there to be no impact or issue created by this application in that regard. Comment 5 concerns the potential detrimental impact of cumulative similar variances.  The Board is aware of and shares that concern.  The Board finds that the unique circumstances here nevertheless warrant the relief sought as set forth below based on the standards of New York State Town Law 267-b which govern the Board’s review, and does not believe the granting of this variance will set any significant precedent for other applications, which must stand on their own merit or lack thereof.  Comment 6 concerns the requirement for the applicant to obtain a right-of-way permit if the action is approved.  If any such permits are indeed required, the grant of the variance herein is expressly conditioned upon the applicant obtaining any such permit(s).
	The Rockland County Planning Department issued a review letter dated March 18, 2021, containing 6 enumerated comments. Comment 1 requires compliance with the Highway Department letter dated March 3, 2021.  As set forth above and below in the conditions, this comment is satisfied, or to the extent an approval herein may be deemed to be contrary to those comments, they are hereby overridden.  Comment 2 requires the floodplain administrator for the Town to certify that the construction would be in compliance with the floodplain regulations of the Town and FEMA.  This is made a condition of the grant herein.  Comment 3 requires a referral to the Town of Haverstraw. Such a referral was in fact made, and more than 30 days have passed since the date of such referral. No comments were received.  Comment 4 states that a full survey stamped and signed by a licensed engineer or land surveyor must be provided. The Board finds that the submittals by the applicant, including the plans, and the stated dimensions thereof, and testimony all suffice in this circumstance, as confirmed by the Town Building Inspector, and so that comment is hereby overridden. Comments 5 and 6 re-state legal requirements with which this Board is complying.

WHEREAS, this Board has examined the written documentation and reviewed the testimony with respect to the applicant’s request for a variance, and, pursuant to the requirements of section 267-b.3 of the Town Law, hereby finds that on the conditions stated herein, the benefit to the applicant if the variance is granted outweighs any detriment to the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood or community by such a grant, and has made the following findings and conclusions in that regard:
(1) There is no evidence presented that the proposed variance would produce any undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood or a detriment to any nearby properties.   
(2) There is no evidence presented to this Board that the benefits sought could be achieved through any other feasible means.  
(3)  The variance sought is substantial in terms of percentage and feet, but based on all the facts unique to this property, the substantiality does not preclude a grant of the relief sought. 
(4) There is no evidence before this Board of any adverse effect or impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district.  
(5) The alleged difficulty was self-created.
	NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the application for variance(s) is hereby approved on the following conditions:
CONDITIONS:
1. The applicant shall comply substantially with the plans submitted and the construction shall not deviate from the dimensions set forth there in and as represented to this Board during the public hearings; 
2. The deck shall be an open-air deck and shall not be enclosed;
3. The applicant shall obtain any required  right-of-way permits;
4. The applicant shall obtain a certification from the floodplain administrator for the Town that the proposed construction is in compliance with the floodplain regulations of the Town and FEMA;	
5. The applicant shall comply with all other applicable laws, rules, codes, and regulations.

The matter is remanded to the Building Inspector for further consideration in compliance with the terms and conditions hereof.
Upon roll call, the vote was as follows:  Mr. Keegan, yes; Mr. Anginoli, yes; Mr. Lynch, yes; M. Strieter, yes; Mr. Gazzola, absent; Ms. Davis, yes; and Chairman Wright, yes.

Chairman Wright:  Congratulations Mr. Galanti.  Stick around we have more for you.  

The next item is the continued Public Hearing the request of Vestco, LLC.

Request of Vestco, LLC – App. #21-05 

A variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article V, Section 15A-B-7 – Less than required side yard; required 10 feet, provided 4 feet (8 foot variance needed) at 11 Holt Drive, Stony Point, New York, for an amended site plan.  

Section:  20.04          Block:  11          Lot:  7            Zone:  LI-2

Chairman Wright:  So I think we had a couple of items there.  One we got a response back from the Village of Haverstraw and I think Mr. Zigler you had a couple of items you filed with a PDF.  

Mr. Zigler:  Right.  The biggest thing was the 2 foot to 4 foot.  I talked to John Hager, John O’Rourke and Tom and they agreed with going for the 4 foot, so we are not going to change the map and we did make responses to the comments we received from the County.  

Chairman Wright:  With that I will ask any of the Board if they have any other questions for Mr. Zigler or Mr. Galanti?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  I’ll ask any members of the public if they have any questions?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  Okay, Mr. MacCartney unless you have any other considerations I think we will move to close the Public Hearing?

Mr. MacCartney:  That’s fine with me.  

Chairman Wright:  With that I will take a motion to close the Public Hearing.

***Motion:  Mr. Anginoli made a motion to close the Public Hearing; seconded by Mr. Strieter.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

Chairman Wright:  With that just for some quick discussion and give Mr. MacCartney a little bit of a heads up, is anybody have any serious reservations about approving this one that we might want to have Mr. MacCartney understand or does everyone generally feel that the…

Mr. Lynch:  That the parking spaces…yes this is fine.

Chairman Wright:  Any reservations anyone that we need to raise before just as a public discussion?

Mr. Lynch:  Gary, was there any problems with the turn-around that they suggested at the back of the…going…because they are going to pull in.  They mentioned the parallel parking and they would have to drive back to the warehouses and do the turn-around and drive out.  

Mr. Galanti:  There’s no problem back there.  They do it now.  

Mr. Lynch:  Okay.  Just wanted it stated on the record.  

Mr. Galanti:  They are just going…that area is actually going to be a little bit wider…where they turn around now and go back and forth.

Mr. Lynch:  Okay.

Chairman Wright:  Okay.  So unless there are any other items we will go ahead and move on to the next item on the agenda.  Nothing else?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  Okay.

Mr. Zigler:  Thank you.  

Chairman Wright:  Thank you Mr. Zigler.  Thank you Mr. Galanti.  We will see you soon.

Chairman Wright:  For some reason I missed our request for Daniel Madden at 20 Brooks Drive.  I don’t know how I missed that.  

Is that on the agenda?

Ms. Kivlehan:  Yes, it is right underneath Peter Walsh.

Chairman Wright:  Okay…I had reprinted and maybe I missed that page.  Okay, so we will go back to Mr. Madden, 20 Brooks Drive, a residential addition.  I’m just not seeing this.

Ms. Kivlehan:  They didn’t send me anything in saying that they wanted an adjournment.  

But, John aren’t they going  before the Planning Board?

Mr. Hager:  Yes, there is an alternative way for them to pursue this use.  They are going to make an application to the Planning Board for the conditional use.  The two-family use is allowed in that district as a conditional use.  If the Planning Board can authorize it then it does not have a non-conforming use anymore so they would be able to expand with a regular variance and with an area variance and not a use variance.  

So they are going to pursue that special use permit; or conditional use permit, at the Planning Board level and they will need to come back to the Zoning Board for an area variance if they are able to get the needed permit from the Planning Board.  So I think we will see them again, but it will be a few months.  

Ms. Kivlehan:  Okay, so I will just put it on hold for a couple of months then.

Mr. Hager:  Yes, that is what I would do.  I wouldn’t take it completely off the agenda, but it’s a gonna be inactive for a few months.  

Ms. Kivlehan:  Okay.

Mr. MacCartney:  Did the Zoning Board ever set a Public Hearing?  Did we open a Public Hearing?

Ms. Kivlehan:  No.

Mr. MacCartney:  We are just carrying it forward.

Ms. Kivlehan:  Dave, that’s alright just put on there “postponed” for a couple of months?

Mr. MacCartney:  Yes.  Just keep it on there as “old business” and they will periodically check-in when they want to be on the agenda.

Ms. Kivlehan:  But, I don’t’ have to put it on the agenda every time?

Mr. MacCartney:  No, you don’t.

Ms. Kivlehan:  Okay, just wanted to check.  Thank you.

Chairman Wright:  Okay, the next item is the request of Pierre and Marybeth Chaubard.

Request of Pierre and Marybeth Chaubard  – App. #21-04 

A variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article XIV, Section 94D(e) – The maximum building height shall be 25 feet, for 6 Roosevelt Place, Stony Point, New York, for residential alterations.  

Section:  15.19          Block:  3          Lot:  14          Zone:  R-1 


Chairman Wright:  This is a Public Hearing.  I think the last time we had a couple of items on here.  There were some follow-up items I think we wanted addressed, but I think we also came to the idea that this was really…the variance was really 3’1” or 3.1 feet because it was 25 feet was good; 28.1 was really what they were looking for and I believe John you had a letter you put together on this one?

Mr. Hager:  Well one of the things that you had you had comments from the County that had recommendations, but I felt that the County whoever had written that had not realized that there’s an extra Code section for lots that are non-complying lots that are under 100 feet of road frontage then the bulk table has not used.  Instead, you use the bulk requirements out of Section 215.94.  That’s what prescribes the 25 foot building height.  Other buildings in the R-1 District that are on lots larger than that are allowed 35 feet.  So I tried to put that in this letter and also there were some comments by a neighbor that had some of his commentary also was related to that fact, but I don’t believe he was aware of this other Code section.  So I tried to clarify that a little bit in that letter that I sent to you today.  

Chairman Wright:  I think we were looking at…did the applicant…we sent you copies of what the County had put out and what the neighbor had put out was there anything you wanted to add to any of that?

Mr. Leopold:  No, there wasn’t.  I am Ben Leopold and “Everything I say will be true.”  No, nothing I wanted to add.  We did speak with our architect who also corroborated what John has said here.  It is a non-conforming; it is grandfathered.  So really what we are looking for is that 3 foot 1 inch variance so we can just move forward and take that “stain” off of the street and make it nice again.  

Chairman Wright:  Okay.  So I am going to ask if there are any members of the public that have any other in-put…any other members have any in-put on this?  Any other questions from the Board on this one?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  Everybody is good?

Mr. Lynch:  Yes.

Chairman Wright:  So, Mr. MacCartney I will turn it over to you.  Do you have any other considerations you want to bring into the discussion or…?

Mr. MacCartney:  I don’t.  I don’t have anything further.

Chairman Wright:  So with that and not having any other further in-put I will go ahead and move to close the Public Hearing.

***MOTION:  Mr. Lynch made a motion to close the Public Hearing; seconded by Mr. Anginoli.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

Chairman Wright:  And again, just real quick, just a quick survey.  Does anybody have strong reservations about this request/application?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  I think we are all leaning in the affirmative here.

Mr. Lynch:  Correct,

Chairman Wright:  Thank you.  We are knocking them out tonight.

Mr. Leopold:  I am sorry may phone muted for a moment there, so I missed that last sentence.  What was that?  Are we in good shape?

Chairman Wright:  Yes, generally I think there is no…there doesn’t seem to be.  I can’t comment until we vote on it, but there seems to be a general feeling that we will probably move forward with it.

Mr. Leopold:  Just so I am clear when does that vote take place?

Chairman Wright:  That will be at our next meeting on June 17th.

Mr. Leopold:  So we need to wait until now another month before we can move forward with the permit?

Ms. Kivlehan:  Correct.  June 17th will be an in-person meeting.

Mr. Leopold:  There is no way…I appreciate your time; Board, and also your decision…thank you very much.  Is there any way that we could potentially do any preliminary work toward getting the permit or we just need to wait for the vote and that’s that?

Ms. Kivlehan:  You have to wait for the vote.  That’s usually how it works.  You wait for the vote and then once the vote comes in then I send you a letter and then you can continue on with the application.

Mr. Leopold:  Understood.  Okay.  Thank you all every much.

Chairman Wright:  You are welcome.  You have a good night now.  Thank you.

Chairman Wright:  Then we have the request of Stony Point Ambulance.

Request of Stony Point Ambulance – App. #21-01 

A variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article V, Section 12-F – No professional office space permitted in R1 Zone at 6 Lee Avenue, Stony Point, New York, for office space.

Section:  15.19          Block:  4          Lot:  62          Zone:  R1

Chairman Wright:  This was a use variance.  At the last meeting we had some testimony which was followed by some affidavits from Mr. Ugell and his expert witness.  I’ll turn it over to the Board and see if they have any other questions about Stony Point Ambulance?

Mr. Ugell:  Good evening.  

Chairman Wright  Good evening Mr. Ugell.  How ae you tonight?  

Mr. Ugell:  Thank you; very well sir.  Thank you very much for having me.  I appreciate it.  

Chairman Wright:  It’s a pleasure.  Any questions from the Board members?  

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  Any questions from the public?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  Since there is no questions from the public then, I am just going to ask…with that, without any other questions from the Board or any other questions from the public can I have a motion…unless Mr. MacCartney you have any other in-put…

Mr. MacCartney:  No, I don’t have any other in-put.  The only question would be is if…you may want to have a little bit of a discussion now before you close the Public Hearing in the event the discussion leads to some further request from the applicant; which I am not anticipating, but you might want to do that or if everybody is satisfied you can close the Public Hearing.  
Chairman Wright:  Thank you for that advice.  I appreciate that.  So anybody have any…just in general does anybody have any resistance to this application?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  I think that he handled the uniqueness, the self-created issues.  What were the other two (2) Dave?  I just want to…

Mr. MacCartney:  The financial proof concerning the lack of a reasonable return supported by competent financial proof…I should say competent confident proof.

Chairman Wright:  I feel comfortable for the dollars and cents testimony that was provided by the expert.  Does anybody have any questions for that one?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  It was pretty unique.  I don’t think there is anything like that anywhere.  I don’t think it was self-created.  The building has been around for 50 years.  There is one other one Dave; it’s just skipping me right now.  I’m not trying to put you on the spot I just…

Mr. MacCartney:  I think you’ve hit them, but I think you are right there.  There is one (1) that we are just blanking on.  Let me see if I have a…

Chairman Wright:  Mr. Ugell went through all of them individually during  the testimony, so I just want to make sure I don’t skip it in this last little piece here.

Mr. MacCartney:  There is four(4):

1. The applicant cannot realize a reasonable return;
2. The alleged hardship relating to the property in question is unique and does not apply to a substantial portion of the district or neighborhood;
3. The requested variance; if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood; and
4. The alleged hardship has not been self-created.

Chairman Wright:  So any questions anybody have that Mr. Ugell and his expert did not meet the burden there?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  With that I think we can go ahead and move forward.  Again, Mr. MacCartney…unless there is anything else I will go ahead and seek a motion to close the Public Hearing.

***MOTION:  Mr. Keegan made a motion to close the Public Hearing; seconded by Mr. Lynch.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

Chairman Wright:  Closed that one.  Thank you Mr. Ugell and I am sure Mr. Horowitz you were probably here for the Stony Point, too.

Mr. Ugell:  Thank you very much everyone.  That was very kind of you and thank you for your time and attention.  We appreciate it on behalf of the Ambulance Corps. and all of the community.  Thank you and God bless.  Thank you so much.

Chairman Wright:  I think that’s pretty much all the items on the agenda tonight.  Am I missing anything, Kathy or did we get them all?

Ms. Kivlehan:  No, that should be it.  Like I said next meting we will get another new application, we will have the Public Hearing for Peter Walsh and then we will have the decisions.  So that should be it.

The next meeting, which is June 17th will be in-person.  

Chairman Wright:  For the rest of the summer we will do one (1) meeting a month and then come September we will go back to the twice a month meetings.

With that I will take a motion to adjourn.

***MOTION:  Mr. Strieter made a motion to adjourn the meeting of May 20, 2021; seconded by Mr. Keegan.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

						Respectfully submitted,


						Kathleen Kivlehan
						Secretary
						Zoning Board of Appeals
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