TOWN OF STONY POINT
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Minutes of July 2, 2019





PRESENT:						ALSO PRESENT:
Mr. Anginoli 						John Kolesar, Attorney
Mr. Keegan - absent					
Mr. Vasti
Mr. Lynch 
Mr. Strieter (late arrived at 7:30)
Mr. Gazzola  
 
Chairman Wright - absent

Chairman Wright:  Good evening.  Welcome to the Stony Point Zoning Board of Appeals.  I call this meeting of July 2, 2019, to order.  Please rise for the Pledge of Allegiance.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited and roll call taken.
Chairman Wright:  We have three (3) items on the agenda.  We will start out with the first one is a decision for the request of Rock’s Kitchen Enterprises, Inc.

Request of Rock’s Kitchen Enterprises, Inc. - App. #19-02 
A variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article IX, Section 52-B-3 – Exceeds Allowable Maximum Height; required 2.5 feet, provided 3 feet, for a sign at 150-176 South Liberty Drive, Stony Point, New York
Section:  20.04          Block:  11          Lot:  1          Zone:  BU
***MOTION:  Chairman Wright offered the following resolution; seconded by Mr. Gazzola.
In the Matter of Application #19-02 of The Stuart Goldsmith Family Trust and Rock’s Kitchen Enterprises, Inc. for a variance from the requirements of Chapter 215, Article IX, Section 52-B-3 for a sign that exceeds the allowable maximum height, required 2.5 feet, provided 3 feet, for a sign at 150-176 South Liberty Drive, Stony Point, New York, designated on the Tax Map as Section 20.04, Block 11, Lot 1 in the BU Zoning District.

	The applicant was represented by Rahsaan Alexander, and the following documents were placed into the record and duly considered:

Application; photos and rendering; Rockland County Department of Planning review letter dated June 12, 2019;  Rockland County Department of Highways review letter dated May 23, 2019. 


Additionally, members of the Zoning Board of Appeals personally visited the applicants’ property and viewed it and the neighboring properties on or about June 2, 2019.

	WHEREAS, the proposed action is a Type II action under the regulations promulgated pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act; and

	WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on June 6, 2019, and the testimony of the following persons was duly considered: Rahsaan Alexander.


	

WHEREAS, all the evidence and testimony was carefully considered and the Zoning Board of Appeals has made the following findings and conclusions:

The applicant seeks approval of a business identification sign on the façade above commercial space located in the shopping center at 150-176 South Liberty Drive.  The applicant will be operating a restaurant at the subject location.  He testified that he went to the Building Department to inquire as to Town requirements in advance of ordering his business identification sign.  He asserts that he was told by then-Assistant Building Inspector Phil Valenza (who has since retired) at that time that a sign of 3 feet high by 8 feet long (36 inches by 96 inches) was permitted.   He sent that information to his sign vendor, Hudson Valley Signs, and they produced a sign of that size.  Thereafter, Town Building Inspector William Sheehan denied a permit for the sign, advising that the maximum height of the sign permitted by the Code was actually two and a half feet high (30 inches), rather than the three feet originally advised by Phil Valenza.   Accordingly, the applicant is before this Board requesting a six inch variance for the height of his sign.  

	The application was referred to the Rockland County Department of Planning (“County Planning”) under the New York State General Municipal Law, and County Planning issued a review letter dated June 12, 2019 with five enumerated comments.   The first comment is overridden for the reasons set forth below, and all others are complied with. 

The first County Planning comment recommended disapproval because of the potential precedent it would set and the risk of potential proliferation of future oversized signs.  County Planning’s concerns in this regard are very well taken, but the Board is persuaded in the unique circumstances of this case that the benefits to the applicant outweigh the concerns raised, where the applicant actively sought to comply with the code up front and received and relied upon erroneous information from the Town Building Department, and given the small nature of the variance sought (just 6 inches). 

County Planning’s second and third comments are that the applicant must comply with all comments made by the Rockland County Department of Highways in its letter of May 23, 2019, and that a review should be completed by NYS DOT and any required permits obtained.  This board agrees and such compliance is made a condition herein.

	The fourth and fifth comments are general statements of applicable law with which the Board intends to comply.

There were no objections received to the application from the public.

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 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 that the benefits sought could be achieved through any other means, given the unique circumstances as set forth above.
(3) The variance sought is not substantial; it is just 6 inches.
(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 by the granting of this variance.
(5) The alleged difficulty was not self-created; the applicant relied to his detriment on erroneous information provided to him by a Town representative as to what the Code permitted. 

	

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the application for variance(s) is hereby approved on the following conditions:

1. The applicant shall comply with all comments made by the Rockland County Department of Highways in its letter of May 23, 2019.
2. Review shall be completed by NYS DOT and any required permits obtained. 
3. 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. Anginoli, yes; Mr. Keegan, absent; Mr. Vasti, yes; Mr. Lynch, yes; Mr. Strieter, absent; Mr. Gazzola, yes; and Chairman Wright, yes.

Chairman Wright:  The next item on the agenda is a Public Hearing for the request of Chaim Nadav.

Request of Chaim Nadav – App. #19-03 

A variance from the requirements of:

1. Chapter 215, Article XIV, Section D.1-c – Less than required rear setback; required 30 feet, provided 22.5 feet, 
1. Chapter 215, Article XIV, Section D.1-d – Less than required lot width; required 75 feet, provided 25 feet,
1. Chapter 215, Article XIV, Section D.1-d – Less than required street frontage; required 75 feet, provided 25 feet; and 
1. Chapter 215, Article XIV, Section D.1-e – Exceeds maximum height; allowed 25 feet, provided 30.5 feet

for a one- family house located at 17 Chestnut Street, Stony Point, New York

Section:  15.04          Block:  2          Lot:  59          Zone:  R1

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

Chairman Wright:  Is a representative or the applicant present?  

	Dave Zigler – Atzl, Nasher & Zigler
	
Mr. Zigler:  I represent the applicant.  I have some maps I would like to hand out.  

	(handing out maps to Board members and people in the audience)


Mr. Zigler:  Basically, just what I handed you now is a copy of today’s tax map and the area that I have outlined in red is the entire area of this map that is up on the board; except for, I also included this Basley lot.  That Basley lot is numbered 60 on your map and then the back lot here is 58, 59, and 57 and that is 56.  

So what you have, standing in the road, we always address everything as standing in the road looking back, this map created a parcel 2.  This map created parcel 2.  That would be on the right side of the property if you are a Boy Scout that is the east side.  This was established in 1971, went to the Planning Board.  By Planning Board resolution it was a subdivision of parcel 1, parcel 2.  Parcel 2 now becomes lot 56.  That was Basley and this square lot is Basley also, but not part of the map and that’s #60.  

As you look on your tax map in front of you, that lot 60 on the tax map does not look like that lot up on that map.  

The second file map that I have here was 1973.  So it is roughly two (2) years after that previous map and they subdivide the big part of the property.  That again is your lot 60, which it doesn’t look like that and then this is the lot that I have in blue.  This, of course, is the lot we are discussing.  It was created by having a right-of-way going back to the lot so the entire lot includes the right of way.  

This was a subdivision in 1973 to the Planning Board, approved and it’s a filed map.  All that writing up there means it’s a filed map in the Rockland County Clerk’s Office.  So that created our lot, but you will see there’s like a little gap there.  

Now this last map is later on in the ‘80’s, ’81 I think, and you will see that, that lot has changed.  Between the time of the last map of ’73 and this one that area that was there was deeded to the lot in the front.  So now lot 60 looks like your tax map.  

This is the lot that is blue on your map.  That’s #59 and then the subdivision created 58 in the back, and then parcel 2 this is #57; that is where the house is.  So the right-of-way to get to parcel 1 would have been this right-of-way over the lot that was earlier created.  

So that’s how the area was chopped up, I will say since 1970 and you can see that it was by a series of file maps and legal lots.  

This is the lot that we are here for tonight that needs the variances.  You will see that the driveway is going to come in on that flag.  This is the lot that we were talking about, lot 60, which picked up that “gore” piece.  It wasn’t really a “gore” it was just deeded from one person to the other Basley and then this lot, where the house is now, that is lot #57 on your tax map and then this oversized lot with the stream running through it and there are some issues...there is wetlands back there, that is lot 58 and then where it began lot 59.

Chairman Wright:  Just real quick…is there a right-of-way to lot 58?

Mr. Zigler:  The lot in the back’s right-of-way is this right-of-way right here.  

Chairman Wright:  So that is shared by both of them?


Mr. Zigler:  It would be shared.  There’s nothing back there yet, but it’s…whenever that happens…that would be also yes; a common driveway.  

The home actually faces the east, or to the right because the driveway comes in and then you pulled into the garage.  It’s rather a small home.  A 30 x 30.  Really it’s 29 x 34 and there is a garage under and since the house is setting behind another house that’s on the road, this is the front yard.  Even though the front doors over here, this is the front yard and that’s the rear yard.  

The variances we need are lot width because this is a filed map its now under the exception rule of the Town Code and this requires a 70 foot.  Well it was subdivided and then it was subdivided as we call it a flag lot.  So lot frontage and lot width at the setback we are require variances to build on this.  The other variance is in the back.  There is a bank.  It is sort of steep in the back so instead of putting the deck in the back the deck is on the side.  Now, again because the road is here that’s actually counted as a rear.  So we are asking for a variance on that.   The last variance is the height and the height of the house is measured from the ground level and since this is a basement with a garage in it measuring to the peak it’s around 29 foot.  So usually if you have a bigger home, something in the range of 50 to 60 foot, as you can image if this was a garage on one end and the house was much bigger you can raise the grade around it that you would not need that variance, but in this case…with the size of the lot and size of the house we do need the variance.

This is the subdivision that’s just adjacent.  Our home that we are looking at proposed is right here and that is created by flag lots.  There’s two (2) lots in the back and then the original house out front.  So the creation of that was by flag lots.  So this is not unusual in this area and really in the older part of Stony Point it is quite frequent.  Not crazy, but there is quite a bit of them if you happen to look on the tax map.  

This is where I was talking about the house.  If you could see this, it says 28 foot.  So that’s 28 foot from that garage door all the way up to the peak.  But, if you actually scale it, it is a little higher.  That is why we are asking for 30 foot.

Chairman Wright:  Where would the grade be on that then?

Mr. Zigler:  Right here.

Chairman Wright:  And how high would it be from the grade?

Mr. Zigler:  Well right here it would be on the side of the house as it is shown there that would be 8 foot.  But, that’s not really true depiction because that’s illegal to have that dirt that close to the house.  So really the grade would probably be more like the top of the garage door.  So this is 8 foot and this is the highest part of the house.  The rest of the house would be under the Code; under the Code of 25 easily, probably around 20 foot high.  So really the variances, this front part which again is facing the common driveway…

Mr. Lynch:  Facing east?


Mr. Zigler:  Facing east – to the right.  So this is our plan.  The driveway comes in; there will be sewer and water service.  At one time there was, I guess a mobile home back there, but right now it is a vacant piece of property.  This is a single family home and it would have a front door here and as I said the deck on the side to the north because this grade is kind of….you would have to do a lot of grading to do that and he is trying to make an affordable home.  That is it.

We need no permits from anybody other then road permit to dig up the road for the Town of Stony Point; so that would be the Stony Point Highway permit.  

Chairman Wright:  So the water would go along the driveway then…the right-of-way?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes, the sewer and the water would be coming up their driveway.  It’s actually on the map right there.  The sewer and water would be regular house services.  

Chairman Wright:  Electrical the same way?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.  

Mr. Vasti:  Dave, the historical maps that you just presented, were extremely helpful.  They actually enabled me to understand better one of the variances and there are two (2) issues that I have.  The first one I would like to talk about is the variance #3 – the less than required street frontage.  That was created by all the different subdivisions here.  There is no choice in the matter.  You wouldn’t be able to widen the driveway without encroaching on one of the other parcels.

Mr. Zigler:  Right, it would create a variance for somebody else.  

Mr. Vasti:  You couldn’t line another 5 feet on one side or the other because you would be encroaching on another lot.  So in reality, that variance was created through the progression of different subdivisions over time since 1973.  

The other question I have pertains to the height of the roof.  You are saying the house is 30 x 30, so I’m guessing it is two (2) stories.  It is going to be roughly 15 to 18,000 square feet?

Mr. Zigler:  30 x 30…2 story.  Yes, roughly.  Its two (2) full stories.

Mr. Vasti:  Is there any way to cantilever or make the roof squat out and lower the height of the roof or…

Chairman Wright:  Do we have copies of the structure plans going?

Ms. Kivlehan:  No.

Mr. Zigler:  I think they are in the…I thought we put it in as part of the package…a reduce size.  It gives it the look.  I understand sometimes going for a variance, but if you cut 5 foot off the roof it would just look a little bit odd and the reality when this house is finished being graded it probably would conform to the 25.  Like I said this is the 30 right here.  The back of the house conforms to the 25; definitely.  So that’s two out of four corners.  This corner over here it would not.  It would be a little bit more.

Mr. Vasti:  We don’t really know for certain where the measurement is being taken.  If it’s taken from the grade or taken from above the garage, but we are talking about 5 feet.

Mr. Zigler:  We know for certain, it’s on your map.  It’s gone from the garage floor to that peak.  That’s a fact.

Mr. Vasti:  What is the pitch of the roof?

Mr. Zigler:  I don’t know.  I don’t have the slightest idea.

Mr. Vasti:  Is there a way we could get that information?  Obviously when…if we could make one (1) variance go away it makes it much easier to deal with sometimes.

Mr. Zigler:  I don’t have the pitch of the roof.  I just have really a basic plan.

Mr. Vasti:  Now, is there any other way to redesign the home that would reduce some of the significance of the other variances because you have two of them there; or one of them, we understand the issue with the driveway, but we have one there that requires 75 feet; provided 25 feet for a lot width…

Mr. Zigler:  Right, well that’s down…that’s again down at the flag.  Your lot width is at the setback line.  Your setback line is created from the road; so both of those measurements are right in the very front.

Chairman Wright:  Can you just go back there for a second and just go through that point again.  It’s a good point; so I just want to make sure I understand it.

Mr. Zigler:  Your lot frontage is here and your lot setback is 30 foot from the right-of-way.  So both measurements are within 30 foot and there is no way of appealing that.  Some Town’s call your lot width where the house sets and that would be back here.  So that would meet the Code, but in Stony Point it’s at the width and they did that back in the ‘90’s when they were doing a lot of the subdivisions, late ‘80’s and ‘90’s, they did one flag lot so that’s how they created a term the setback is the lot width, that’s where you measure it.  So during that process of amending the Code that made this lot illegal.  

As far as the deck, the deck is…you could actually do a wrap-around deck and come into the back, but we are trying to keep the trees in the back.  We are trying not to knock the trees out and if you imagine we take that deck and put it on the back this swale is gonna move up the hill and then you would be denutering the entire rear side of the west side of that lot.  

Chairman Wright:  Wouldn’t you have run-off issues if you did that?

Mr. Zigler:  It’s possible you are going too.  It’s a very odd spot in here where the water comes out of the hill, but we were just trying to stay in the building area of construction and that’s pretty much where that other unit sat; so the trees aren’t as significant as they are in the back.  

Mr. Vasti:  If I may David, since the applicant is the owner of other parcels within the vicinity of this house, adjacent to this property…


Mr. Zigler:  It’s actually different owners for every parcel.

Mr. Vasti:  Alright; so the lots are sold?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.  There’s a different owner for ever parcel.

Mr. Vasti:  It’s listed on the property…on the map as the corporation; so I’m assuming the corporation owns all the lots?

Mr. Zigler:  No, no.  If you really look and read the entire thing, it says Chestnut Street  Corporation 17A, and then the other one is Chestnut Street Corporation 15.  So they are different corporations.

Mr. Vasti:  I was going to ask the question if it is possible to re-subdivide it to make the building envelope; not the building envelope, but the lot size bigger so that it would reduce some of the variances, but I guess that’s not possible.

Mr. Zigler:  Well the only thing that it would reduce is really be the one on the deck.  The height of the building is…as I said when probably when this house finished and graded and you go out and measure the four corners, it will probably will meet the Code.  But, you know you got to just go with the worse condition when you do this.  

Mr. Vasti:  In regards to the size of the house, in relationship to the property, how does that correspond to the bulk table?

Mr. Zigler:  The house itself is…it’s just the deck so if you look at your floor area ratio and you developmental coverage the Code allows 50% for coverage and we are at 24%.  So we are at half of what the Code allows and the same thing with the floor area ratio you are allowed .4 and this house is .16 so it’s less than half.  The smaller the lot, usually the larger your allowed to cover and allowed to build because houses are a certain size.

The reason that this house is smaller is because there is a garage under it and he did that on purpose because of the grade.  It’s low here and you start to go up towards Jay Street.  So there’s a lot of thought given in the house, but as far as the front and the measurement of the height it’s just kind of happened because of the garage and the look of the roof is…really it almost be like a flat looking roof which would be a little silly in the long run.

Mr. Vasti:  The lot itself is a challenge and the typography is a challenge; so you had quite a bit to deal with.  Thank you.

Chairman Wright:  Would it be fair to say that every flag lot has a driveway like that; you would need the same variance?

Mr. Zigler:  No, it would; exactly would.  The ones that are over here, that I showed you on that other subdivision that was an average density and the thought was by the Planning Board, which had a right to do that instead of having a long road go back there have two (2) separate driveways.  So sometimes it’s a better plan, but the fact is today if we go back to the original red box that we are looking at it wouldn’t be subdivided like that and that’s not the process today.

Chairman Wright:  Just so I understand it if without that variance you can never really build on that property?

Mr. Zigler:  Without the variance on the frontage and lot width it would be an unbuildable lot by the Building Department without these variances.

Mr. Vasti:  David, how many bedrooms is this house going to have?

Mr. Zigler:  Three (3).

Mr. Vasti:  Will it have a finished basement?

Mr. Zigler:  I don’t think so.  Not at this time.  He put a door down there, but it’s only for, as a call it human access to the basement.  No.

Chairman Wright:  The garage is basically in the basement.

Mr. Zigler:  Yes,.

Mr. Vasti:  It’s a single car garage?

Mr. Zigler:  A single car garage; yes.  

Mr. Gazzola:  From the garage you can go in the basement?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.  

Mr. Gazzola:  Your lay-out here is somewhat deceptive because it doesn’t show that the driveway goes all the way out to 58; which means you are taking 30 feet off the end of that property.

Mr. Zigler:  The driveway does not; no.  The driveway just services this home.

Mr. Gazzola:  That is right in the ingress/egress.

Mr. Zigler:  Yes, but at their own purls.  It’s not up to this lot to provide the access to that lot.  So if the back lot – 58…

Mr. Gazzola:  Well how is the person that owns that property going to get there going through lot 59…

Mr. Zigler:  No, no.  It’s not the point.  The point is he has legally the right, but physically he has to put the driveway in.  He has the legal right to traverse that 25 foot, but the driveway is not in.

Mr. Gazzola:  So it’s not there now, but whoever wants to, that owns 59; 58 sorry..they would have to put it in paper.  


Mr. Zigler:  Yes.

Mr. Gazzola:  But, they do have the right of any ingress/egress?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.

Mr. Gazzola:  Which in essence, for a future date, takes away from the side of that property.

Mr. Zigler:  It doesn’t physically it might.  By visually looking at it, but the fact is by the square footage it doesn’t.

Mr. Gazzola:  I’m having some difficulty in 2, 3 and…you are requesting a 50 foot variance on those. Flag lots the requirement is 75 you wanted 25.  Now is that taking into consideration that if anybody wants to continue that driveway up to lot 58 that’s going to take away.

Mr. Zigler:  I don’t quite understand that question.

Mr. Gazzola:  You are saying that right now it is part of the lot because the person who owns lot 58 if they want their driveway and they have to pay for it…

Mr. Zigler:  Right.

Mr. Gazzola:  But, they do have the right of ingress/egress.

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.

Mr. Gazzola:  You know it’s going to happen.

Mr. Zigler:  I hope so.  That is what I do for a business, but not right now.

Mr. Vasti:  To maybe clarify there will be an easement attached to the deed of that house.

Mr. Zigler:  It is already there by that file map.  That is the way it was created.  The Planning Board reviewed it and approved it as a right-of-way.  It’s not uncommon.  There is quite a few private roads in the Town.

Mr. Gazzola:  I know that, but if the road is there giving access to both houses…(inaudible)

Chairman Wright:  Any other questions from the Board?

	(no response)

Chairman Wright:  Any other input or questions from the public?  Please come up and identify yourself and where you live.

	Arthur Basley
	23 Chestnut Street
	Stony Point,  New York

Mr. Basley:  I wanted  to know that the setback here is?  Where does the house go?  How many feet from the…because there is quite a bank there.  Right here…how many feet is this?  

Mr. Zigler:  It is 34 foot from the rear of the house to the property line and it is 34 foot from the rear of the house or to the side or the rear of the house to that property line and it is 35 here to the front and then to the right side there it is 54.  So basically it is 35 foot all the way around it.  It is 54 right there.  

Mr. Basley:  Because that bank goes from my property all the way down and right here (inaudible) the run-off goes through my property.  It is pretty heavy there.  It’s not good at all.

Chairman Wright:  Which is your property?

Mr. Gazzola:  So you own 61.3?

Mr. Basley:  Yes.  This is more where my neighbor’s house is. 

	(inaudible – away from the podium)

Mr. Basley:  So my concern is just that this tree line here (inaudible).  I don’t want to lose that tree line.  

Chairman Wright:  Dave is saying he is looking to preserve that.

Mr. Basley:  Looking at.

Chairman Wright:  Yes, they are trying to preserve that.  That is his intent.  

Mr. Vasti:  Well I think there is another issue besides preserving the aesthetic value of the trees.  If there is a lot of water run-off, if you lose those trees you are going to create an erosion issue back there.

Mr. Basley:  That is true.  (inaudible)  It took a long time for those trees to grow.  (inaudible)

Chairman Wright:  And how deep is the tree line from that property line?

Mr. Basley:  It goes all the way down back.  It is very edgy here; so it is a little less here.  But, it goes down I think 15-20 feet.  It’s not as steep there as back there.  The back lot is very steep.  (inaudible)

Chairman Wright:  Mr. Zigler, your intent is to try to preserve all that tree line.

Mr. Basley:  (inaudible) because it is for privacy and also (inaudible).

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.  Prior to the meeting we did say we would stake that house out.  It is flagged right now so you can see where the house is going to be built and see how it’s away from that…evergreens I (inaudible).

Mr. Basley:  (inaudible)

Mr. Lynch:  There were some big tree lines along the driveway area in the very beginning; right there.  There is a couple really – I think a poplar.  

Mr. Vasti:  Dave, is there any other means possible consideration to reduce the size of the proposed dwelling that would reduce some of the lot width variances?

Mr. Zigler:  The lot width?

Mr. Vasti:  Well to reduce the variances; yeah the required lot width and the frontage and the setback?

Mr. Zigler:  No, the house would not affect that; whether it is a larger house or smaller house; no.  I mean the lot as it exists since ’73 in that form so…

Mr. Vasti:  So what I am understanding is if you reduce the size of the home, in terms of square footage, it wouldn’t make any impact on these variances?  I can understand the road access, but none of the others; rear or side setbacks?

Mr. Zigler:  No, not really because you are measuring to the house and its 34-35.  I mean if we take the deck and put it on the back here we would not have that variance, but now we are into the trees and we put a lot of thought in it and it’s very odd to have a deck next to a porch, but that is what we did to try to keep it less disturbance.  I mean we are very familiar with the area.

Mr. Gazzola:  Can you show us the house design again?  

Mr. Zigler:  Right there; that?

Mr. Gazzola:  So what you are saying in the lower right corner which you made is the front of the house…does the deck extend off that porch?

Mr. Zigler:  There is a deck over here, yes.  

	(inaudible – away from podium)

Mr. Zigler:  The deck is 16 foot wide, meaning the length of the house, but it is 12 foot out.  Hopefully, that will be the backyard; most of it or near the deck.  That is what the intention is.  

Mr. Vasti:  Dave, the deck is going to be low to the ground?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.

Mr. Vasti:  Piles?

Mr. Zigler:  Yes.

Mr. Vasti:  Okay; not from the second floor?

Mr. Zigler:  No, no.  It’s going to be over the ground, but it’s going to be higher than the Code; so it would be called a deck even though it is four (4) steps up or five (5) steps up.

Mr. Vasti:  You will be entering and exiting that deck from, I guess, sliding doors in the kitchen or dining room?


Mr. Zigler:  Dining room.  

Chairman Wright:  Any other questions?  Anybody else have any input from the public?

	(no response)

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

Chairman Wright:  The last item on the agenda then is the minutes of June 20, 2019.

***MOTION:  Mr. Vasti made a motion to accept the minutes of June 20, 2019; seconded by Mr. Gazzola.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

***MOTION:  Mr. Anginoli made a motion to adjourn the meeting of July 3, 2019; seconded by Mr. Lynch.  All in favor; the motion was carried.

						Respectfully submitted,


						Kathleen Kivlehan
						Secretary
						Zoning Board of Appeals
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