LAND USE BOARD MINUTES

August 1, 2007
The Tewksbury Township Land Use Board met in a regularly scheduled meeting on the above date in the Municipal Meeting Hall, 60 Water Street, Mountainville, New Jersey.  The meeting was called to order at 7:33 p.m.

Present were: Mr. Mennen, Mayor Van Doren, Mr. Blangiforti, Ms. Czajakowski, Mr. Bossert (Alternate #1), Mr. Kerwin (Alt. #3) and Mr. Shapack (Alt. #4).
Also present were:  Mr. Bernstein, Land Use Board Attorney and Mr. Benson, Zoning Officer. 
Absent were:
Mr. Johnstone, Ms. Desiderio, Ms. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Ms. Devlin and Mr. Moriarty.   
There were 10 people in the audience.
OPEN PUBLIC MEETING ACT STATEMENT

Mr. Blangiforti opened the meeting by announcing that adequate notice of the meeting had been provided by posting a copy thereof on the Police/Administration Building bulletin board, faxing a copy to the Hunterdon Review and the Hunterdon County Democrat, and filing with the Municipal Clerk, all on February 8, 2007.
CLAIMS


Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any questions or comments regarding the following claims to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he asked the Board for a motion in which Mayor Van Doren made a motion to approve the claims and Ms. Czajakowski seconded that motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

1. Bernstein & Hoffman –  Attendance at 7/18/07 Land Use Board Meeting – invoice dated July 19, 2007 ($350.00)

2. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow – Oldwick Animal Hospital (B45, L28) – invoice dated July 16, 2007 ($2,700.00).

3. Suburban Consulting Engineers – Land Use Board Inspection – Ecohill/Fern Valley (B15, L3) – invoice #7781 ($115.00)

4. Suburban Consulting Engineers – Land Use Board Inspection – Stickel Properties (B37, L7) – invoice #7763 ($115.00).

5. Suburban Consulting Engineers – Land Use Board Inspection – Stickel Properties (B37, L7) – invoice #7646 ($740.00).

Roll Call Vote:

Those in Favor:
Mr. Mennen, Mayor Van Doren, Ms. Czajakowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Bossert, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Shapack. 
Those Opposed:
None 
CORRESPONDENCE


Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any questions or comments regarding the following correspondence to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he asked the Board for a motion in which Mayor Van Doren made a motion to acknowledge receipt of the correspondence and Mr. Bossert seconded that motion.  All were in favor.  
1. A report dated July 27, 2007 from Melanie Reese of Maser Consulting regarding the Moyer Application, Block 19, Lot 23.

2. A letter dated June 21, 2007 from Judith Babinski of Day Pitney LLP to Bonnie Beeh, Land Use Clerk, regarding withdrawal of a previous Board of Adjustment application and return of escrow funds.

3. A report dated July 20, 2007 from Melanie Reese of Maser Consulting regarding the Mahalick Application, Block 32, Lot 32.01.

4. A memo dated July 10, 2007 from Roberta Brassard to Shana L. Goodchild, Land Use Administrator regarding Ordinance #12-2007. 

MINUTES

· July 18, 2007
Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any questions or comments regarding the July 18, 2007 minutes to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he asked the Board for a motion in which Mr. Shapack made a motion to approve the July 18, 2007 minutes and Mr. Kerwin seconded that motion.  All were in favor.  Mr. Bossert, Mayor Van Doren and Mr. Mennen abstained from the vote. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION


Mr. Blangiforti asked the public if there were any questions or comments regarding anything not on the agenda to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he closed the public portion of the session.  
RESOLUTION

· Resolution No. 07-09 – Darcie and Dominick Venito, Block 7, Lot 22.03 – One Year Extension of Variance to July 21, 2008.
Mr. Blangiforti announced Resolution No. 07-09, Darcie and Dominick Venito, Block 7, Lot 22.03, One Year Extension of Variance to July 21, 2008.   He asked the Board if there were any questions or comments to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he asked the Board for a motion in which Mr. Mennen made a motion to approve Resolution No. 07-09 and Mr. Kerwin seconded that motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

LAND USE BOARD  

TOWNSHIP OF TEWKSBURY

APPLICATION # ZBA 06-08

RESOLUTION #07-09



WHEREAS, DARCIE and DOMINICK VENITO had applied to the Board of Adjustment of the Township of Tewksbury for permission to install a swimming pool and a pool house on their residential lot which is located at 4 Field Lane on property designated as Block 7, Lot 22.03 on the Tewksbury Township Tax Map, which premises is located in HL (Highlands) Zone, 



WHEREAS, that application was approved and a memorialization resolution was adopted on July 21, 2006, and



WHEREAS, condition E in the memorialization resolution provided:

E.
The approval must be utilized within one year from the date of this memorialization resolution or the variance shall be void and have no further effect.  



WHEREAS, the applicants have not been able to construct the swimming pool, and



WHEREAS, the Tewksbury Board of Adjustment and the Tewksbury Planning Board have been replaced by the Tewksbury Land Use Board, and



WHEREAS, a request for a one year extension of the period to installing the swimming pool in condition E was presented by Darcie Venito at the July 18, 2007 Land Use Board meeting, and



WHEREAS, the Land Use Board finds that an extension is warranted.



NOW, THEREFORE be it resolved by the Land Use Board of the Township of Tewksbury on this 1st day of August 2007 that the requirement in Condition E in ZBA Application #06-08 that the variance need be utilized by July 21, 2007 be extended to July 21, 2008.

Roll Call Vote:
Those in Favor:
Mr. Mennen, Ms. Czajakowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Shapack.
Those Opposed:
None
PUBLIC HEARING

· Mahalick
Application No. 07-09

Block 32, Lot 32.01

Side Yard Setback and Impervious Coverage Variance


Mr. Blangiforti announced Application No. 07-09, Mahalick, Block 32, Lot 32.01, Side Yard Setback and Impervious Coverage Variance.  Mr. Peter Wolfson, attorney for the applicant, stated that the applicant was proposing to construct an addition to their existing home to accommodate their family.  He stated that the application requires both a side yard variance and lot coverage variance.  He stated that the entire lot is constrained by wetlands and buffers with the exception of the location of the proposed addition.  He explained that the constraints determined the original location of the home as well as the proposed location of the addition which constitutes a hardship.  He stated that the driveway which is a necessity drives the lot coverage issue.  He stated that there would be no substantial detrimental impact on the neighborhood from the addition nor would there be damage to the zone plan.  Referring to respecting scenic Water Street, he explained that the front yard would remain the same which contains a significant uphill slope and trees and therefore would not affect the road.  


Dr. David Mahalick, 30 Water Street, Lebanon, NJ was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  He stated that he and his wife moved to the area in 1989.  He further stated that as their family expanded they determined they needed additional living space.  He stated that he was previously a member of the Environmental Commission and his wife served on the Board of Education.  He stated that they considered moving to another location within the Township, however, they did not find a house that they were interested in.  He stated it would be more comfortable for them to continue to live in their home if they were able to build a modest addition.  He stated that he met with Mr. Niles Lang, Chairman of the Scenic Roads Commission, regarding their concerns.  He noted that he explained to Mr. Lang that the addition would not be visible from the road with the exception of the winter as there is no foliage the top portion would be visible.  Dr. Isabel Mahalick was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  She stated that she loves the Township and their home.  She further stated that they wish to stay in the Township and improve their existing home to suit the needs of their family better.  Mr. Wolfson stated that Dr. Mahalick took pictures which were distributed to the Board.  Mr. Benson marked the pictures (contained in one binder) as Exhibit A-1 and dated them August 1, 2007.  A mounted rendering of pictures A-D were marked as Exhibit A-2 and dated August 1, 2007.  A mounted rendering of pictures E-H were entered as Exhibit A-3 and dated August 1, 2007.  A mounted rendering of pictures I-L were entered as Exhibit A-4 and dated August 1, 2007.  A mounted rendering of pictures M-O were entered as Exhibit A-5 and dated August 1, 2007.  Mr. Wolfson asked Dr. Mahalick if he took the pictures and if they were accurate to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive.  Dr. Mahalick gave testimony to the location of each picture as outlined in Exhibit A-1.  He stated that the addition would not be visible to their neighbors nor from the street as shown in the exhibits due to its proposed location.  

Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any questions or comments to which the response was positive.  Mayor Van Doren referred to Exhibit A-5 and asked if the house was in the direction of the municipal building on their side of the street to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive.  Mr. Shapack asked if the telephone pole depicted on the map was the correct location to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive.  Mr. Blangiforti asked if there was a home located to the rear of his property to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the negative.  


Mr. Robert Zederbaum, engineer for the applicant, was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. Zederbaum stated that he had testified before the Board and was accepted as an engineer in the past.  Mr. Zederbaum stated that the breakdown in impervious coverage was changed on the plan; however, the final figure was not affected.  He stated that the date of the revised plan was July 27, 2007.  He stated that the entire lot was covered by environmental restraints as shown on the plan with exception of the area indicated by the dashed line on the plan which may be developed.  Referring to the impervious coverage variance, he stated that the lot was maxed out for impervious coverage during the initial construction due to the home needing to be placed in the back corner of the property which created the long driveway.  He added that if they were able to build the home on another portion of the lot the coverage variance wouldn’t be needed as the driveway would have been minimized.  He stated that the property is 230,000 square feet and they are proposing an additional 18,000 square feet.  He further stated that the lot coverage is 4.83% and the proposed increase is 5.62% for the addition.  He explained that they explored ways to mitigate the impervious coverage and therefore are proposing a storm water management system to collect the entire increase in runoff from the proposed 18,000 square feet and reduce the impervious coverage to its existing calculation.  He explained that the existing home is against the side yard setback line and after reviewing various options they opted to asked for the least intrusive variance they could based upon the restraints as well as the surrounding properties.  Mr. Zederbaum entered into evidence Exhibit A-6 Enlargement of Google Map and dated it August 1, 2007.  Referring to Exhibit A-6, he stated that it depicts the Mahalick home, driveway and proposed addition location. He further noted that as depicted in the picture the addition would not be seen by neighboring properties.  Referring to Ms. Reese’s report dated July 26, 2007, Mr. Zederbaum stated that they are proposing underground piping from the roof leaders to the detention system.  He added that the system has been designed to fully capture the additional runoff.  Ms. Reese stated that she was satisfied with the system that the applicant has presented as it brings the lot coverage down to the existing lot coverage.  


Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any questions or comments to which the response was positive.  Mayor Van Doren asked if they were capturing the existing runoff from the roof to which Mr. Zederbaum responded in the negative.  Ms. Reese stated that they are proposing to capture the 18,000 square feet which would prevent an increase of impervious coverage.  She further added that due to the wetlands they have a very limited building area for any future use of their property.  Mr. Zederbaum stated that they showed on the plan item #4 of Ms. Reese’s report.  Mr. Blangiforti stated that any approval would be subject to the conditions outlined in Ms. Reese’s report to which Mr. Zederbaum responded in the positive.  Mr. Zederbaum stated that the actual impervious coverage calculations are 4.83 existing and 5.62 proposed impervious coverage.  Mayor Van Doren referred to the rear portion of the adjacent lot to the east and asked if it was similar to the Mahalick lot with respect to wetlands to which Mr. Zederbaum responded that he didn’t know.  Dr. Mahalick stated that a small portion of the lot Mayor Van Doren referred to is owned by the Garrett’s.  Mr. Blangiforti asked if their client would be averse to providing additional buffers during the winter in order to prevent visibility of the addition as it was a concern of the Scenic Roads Commission.  Dr. Mahalick stated that they are planting some trees as they lose trees each year.  He further added that the home is barely visible during the winter months if at all.  He stated that once the house is updated with stone it will blend in with the woods and not be visible.  He added that he would provide some plantings, however, did not want that imposed as a restriction.  Mr. Bernstein stated that the landscaping could be subject to the approval of the Scenic Roads Commission to which Mayor Van Doren responded that it should be to the approval of Mr. Hintz.  Mr. Wolfson stated that his client would be willing to work with Mr. Hintz if necessary for planting recommendations.  
Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any further questions or comments to which the response was positive.  Mr. Mennen asked if the addition would make the house in its totality anymore visible from the road in the applicant’s opinion to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the negative.  He further added that the addition would be further away from the road and that the elevation was much lower than the existing house and roof line.  Mr. Mennen asked if the portion of the home visible from the road in the winter was the portion that lined up with the driveway cut on Water Street to which Dr. Mahalick responded that in the dead of winter traveling west on Water Street one could barely see the home.  Mr. Mennen noted that the woods depicted in the exhibits may already provide the buffering the Board is considering.  Mr. Shapack stated that he didn’t feel the addition would be visible from the road.  He referred to the driveway and asked if the stone pillars were included in the impervious coverage to which Mr. Zederbaum responded in the positive.  Mr. Blangiforti referred to Exhibit H and asked if the trees would be disturbed to which Mr. Wolfson responded in the negative.  Mr. Mennen stated that the zoning chart indicates that the rear yard setback indicates 50 ft., however, the rear yard shown on the drawings was depicted as 100 ft.  Mr. Zederbaum stated that he would make changes to any inconsistencies on the plan.  The revised engineering plan was marked as Exhibit A-7 and dated August 1, 2007.  

Mr. Ezio Columbro, architect for the applicant, was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. Columbro stated that he holds a degree in architecture and was a licensed architect in the State of New Jersey.  He added that his office was located in Oldwick and he has done many projects within Tewksbury.  The Board accepted Mr. Columbro’s credentials.  Mr. Columbro marked into evidence Exhibit A-8, Existing Floor Plans Mounted, Exhibit A-9, Existing and Proposed Elevations and Exhibit A-10, Floor Plan with Proposal and dated them August 1, 2007.  He stated that the elevation of the proposed addition was lower than the existing home.  He then provided testimony regarding all of the interior/exterior changes to the existing home and proposed addition.  Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any question or comments to which the response was positive.  Mayor Van Doren asked what the space over the 3 bay garage was proposed to be used for to which he responded that it would not be usable space.  Mr. Bossert clarified that the applicant was reducing the bedrooms in their home from four to three to which Mr. Columbro responded that the bonus room could be used as a fourth bedroom at a later date as the applicant plans on remaining in the home for the foreseeable future.  He added that the septic was for a four bedroom home.  Mr. Shapack expressed concern regarding the loss of buffering with the addition to which Mr. Columbro responded that turn around space around the garage was necessary.  He added that moving the wing forward would necessitate having to enlarge the driveway.  Mr. Bernstein clarified that the office as shown on the second floor would be for the clients own purposes and not business related to which Mr. Wolfson responded in the positive.  Mr. Bernstein stated that he would add no commercial office as a condition of approval to which Mr. Wolfson agreed.  Dr. Mahalick stated that she would comply with request in the letter from the fire company.  

Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any further questions or comments to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he opened up questions or comments to the public.  There being no response, he closed the public portion of the session.  

Mr. Bernstein stated that the applicant is requesting a variance for a side yard setback due to environmental constraints on the property.  He further stated that while they are violating the side yard their report shows that the buffering will be in tact.  He stated that the applicant is requesting a variance for lot coverage due to the long driveway.  He added that he didn’t feel the lot coverage was excessive.  He further added that he felt the applicant has satisfied the hardship as well as no substantial detriment to the public good.  Referring to conditions, Mr. Bernstein stated that they agreed the runoff would be captured by drywells to 4.83% to accommodate the 18,000 additional square feet.  He asked the Board if they wanted to have a condition for additional landscaping to the approval of Mr. Hintz to which Mr. Blangiforti stated that a condition for tree planting would be subject to the approval of Mr. Hintz.  Mayor Van Doren stated that placing a condition on planting was a burden to the applicant as the property is heavily wooded and almost 400 ft. off of the road to which Mr. Shapack agreed.  The Board decided not to add a restriction regarding trees.  Mr. Bernstein stated that he would add that trees in front of the addition would not be disturbed as a condition as well as correcting the rear yard setback on the plan.  He added that there would be a condition that the office would not be for commercial/professional use as well as the wetlands buffers being temporarily marked at the time of construction to which the applicant agreed.  He stated that the approval would be conditioned upon compliance to the professional’s reports as well as the fire company’s reports, payment of all escrow fees and a copy of the deed being recorded with the resolution so future owners are aware of the conditions to which Mr. Wolfson agreed.        

Mr. Blangiforti asked the Board if there were any questions or comments to which the response was negative.  Mayor Van Doren made a motion to approve Application No. 07-09 with the conditions outlined by Mr. Bernstein and Mr. Kerwin seconded that motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Roll Call Vote:

Those in Favor:
Mr. Mennen, Mayor Van Doren, Ms. Czajakowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Bossert, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Shapack.  
Those Opposed:
None

COMPLETENESS/WAIVER DETERMINATION

· Moyer
Application No. 07-10

Block 19, Lot 23

Lot Not Abutting A Public Street


Mr. Blangiforti announced the completeness hearing/waiver determination for Application No. 07-10, Moyer, Block 19, Lot 23, Lot Not Abutting a Public Street.  Mr. Andy Norrin, attorney for the applicant, stated that the Moyer’s acquired Block 19, Lots 22 and 23 over 20 years ago.  He stated that the applicant lives on Lot 22 which does not abut a public road.  He stated that five years ago they obtained approval from the Board of Adjustment to construct a small residence on Lot 23.  He added that when they went to apply for permits to add onto the existing home the Zoning Official informed them that the prior approval limited the size of the home on Lot 23 to the size of the existing home.  He stated that condition “d” of the resolution of approval called for the applicant to submit a new site plan deleting reference to the four bedroom home on Lot 23 and showing the proposed installation of the cottage to be removed from Lot 22 to Lot 23.  He added that he didn’t feel the intention of the condition was not to limit the size of the home but was a reflection of the fact that they were not planning to build a larger home at that time.  He requested that the Board clarify that the prior approval of the Zoning Board had no condition limiting the size of the home on Lot 23 and the applicant could pursue obtaining building permits for the expansion of the cottage.


Mr. Norrin stated that they were requesting a clarification of the previous approval and felt it was very reasonable for the waivers requested to be granted as the request is an interpretation for the original application.  Mr. Bernstein stated that Mr. Benson has provided a copy of the minutes from when the application was approved.  He marked the minutes as Exhibit A-1.  Mr. Bernstein recommended that the Board review the minutes as they may reflect what the intention of the approval was to which the Board responded in the positive.  Mr. Mennen asked Mr. Bernstein to advise the Board on his interpretation of the standard of review whether it was a condition of the prior of approval or a whole application to which he responded in the positive.  Mr. Bernstein stated that the minutes reflect that the applicant proposed to move a small one bedroom home and obtain a 4 bedroom septic approval, however, they recognized that they would need to come before the Board for a new variance if they wished to expand the home.  He added that Ms. Reese had concerns regarding the adjacent home as it was in close proximity to the applicant’s home.  He stated that the Board was well within its rights to request additional information.  Mr. Norrin stated that he disagreed with Mr. Bernstein and if the applicant acknowledged the need for a new variance it didn’t mean there was an actual need for a new variance.  He added that the concern of the Board from the prior application was access to the cottage and that the applicant didn’t know that the new variance wasn’t necessary as they weren’t represented by an attorney.  Mr. Bernstein expressed concern regarding the impact on the neighbor and the Board would need to know that potential impact before they proceed.  Mr. Norrin stated that the buffering issue had no applicability to the request before the Board.  Mr. Blangiforti stated that he felt the application should be viewed as a new application based upon the issues raised by the Board’s professionals.  


Mr. Mennen asked if the variance to access the property was already in place and perfected as the cottage has been moved to which Mr. Norrin responded in the positive.  Mr. Mennen stated he felt the issue was whether or not the action of the Board specifically stated that they were granted the variance for a one bedroom cottage.  Mr. Bernstein stated that a one bedroom cottage would have less impact than a four bedroom home.  He added that the Board needed to decide whether the applicant was entitled to submission waivers for completeness or not.  Mr. Bossert stated that he was on the Board of Adjustment during that application and it was his recollection that the Board wanted to be sure that the approval was for the specific request and nothing further.  Mr. Norrin stated that he didn’t believe the Board had the authority to mandate a new application each time the applicant wanted to add onto the home as they were before the Board originally because the lot did not abut a public street.  Ms. Reese referred to page 3 of her report and stated that she recommended two waivers being requested not be waived.  She further stated that she recommended the applicant provide the existing/proposed structures as well as showing buildings on adjoining Lot 22.01.  She noted that the driveway for the one bedroom cottage is about 10 ft. from the property line and when traveling on the driveway one can see the residence on Lot 22.02.  She also noted that the resolution called for buffering along the residence on Lot 22.02.  She stated that the Board wasn’t aware if the landscaping required was installed or completed properly.  Mr. Norrin stated that he felt the plans clearly depicted the new addition.  He further stated the applicant was requesting that the Board allow the addition to be placed on the lot because there was access to Cold Spring Road.  He stated that the application for the project was not a variance application.  Mr. Mennen asked Mr. Norrin if he was asking for a waiver for 3a to which he responded in the positive.  Mr. Mennen asked why the applicant couldn’t shade the structures to which Mr. Norrin responded that the applicant has incurred more fees for the application than they expected and didn’t want to incur additional expenses.  


Mr. Bernstein stated that the applicant accepted the condition at the time of the Board of Adjustment approval.  He further stated that he didn’t feel the waivers Ms. Reese recommended be denied were difficult to provide.  He stated that he felt the information the applicant should provide would be less than $1,000.00 and the cost would be small compared to the cost of the project.  He added that the Board’s responsibility was to protect the Township as well as the neighbors and the information being asked for was insignificant in terms of providing that information.  Mr. Timothy Moyer, applicant, was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. Moyer stated that that his lot was in compliance and his proposed addition is in compliance with zoning.  He stated that at the time of the Board of Adjustment application he was encouraged by Mr. Winder to not hire an attorney as the application was driven by the lot not abutting a public street.  He further stated that Mr. Winder was not in attendance at the meeting and there was confusion with respect to the conditions.  He stated he would comply with all conditions at the time of building; however, they were trying to clear up the question with regard to egress.  Mr. Blangiforti suggested that the applicant work with Ms. Reese with providing the information she requested as it seemed to be relatively easy to provide.  Mr. Benson stated that he has never approved a zoning permit for improvements for a lot that does not abut a public street without approval from the Board.       Further discussion ensued regarding the waivers being requested.

Mr. Mennen recommended that the Board address the waivers and grant/not grant the waivers.  Ms. Reese recommended that waivers 3a and 12 be considered as information they would like to see to review the application.  Mayor Van Doren made a motion to grant the waivers requested by the applicant with the exception of having the applicant provide 3a, 12 and front walkways from the house and Mr. Mennen seconded that motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Roll Call Vote:

Those in Favor:
Mr. Mennen, Mayor Van Doren, Ms. Czajakowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Bossert, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Shapack.

Those Opposed:
None

Mr. Shapack asked if the applicant would need to re-notice to which Mr. Bernstein responded in the negative.  Mr. Bernstein asked Mr. Benson for the next available agenda date to which he responded that the September 19th agenda was available.  Mr. Bernstein announced the continuation for the Moyer application for September 19, 2007.  He stated that no new notice would be given.       
ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY REVIEW

· Review of Ordinance No. 12-2007 for consistency with the Master Plan.
Mr. Blangiforti announced the review of Ordinance No. 12-2007 for consistency with the Master Plan.  Mr. Blangiforti made a motion to find Ordinance No. 12-2007 not inconsistent with the Master Plan and Mr. Bossert seconded that motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Those in Favor:
Mr. Mennen, Mayor Van Doren, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Bossert, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Shapack.

Those Opposed:    
None
ESCROW CLOSING

· Cingular Wireless ($1,687.50)

Block 17, Lot 2.01


Mr. Blangiforti announced the escrow closing for Cingular Wireless, Block 17, Lot 2.01.  He asked the Board if there were any questions or comments to which the response was negative.  Therefore, he asked the Board for a motion in which Mayor Van Doren made a motion to close the escrow account and refund the funds and Mr. Mennen seconded that motion.  All were in favor.
ADJOURNMENT



There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:58 p.m. by motion of Mayor Van Doren and Mr. Mennen seconded the motion.  All were in favor.
Respectfully Submitted,

Bonnie L. McCarthy
Land Use Clerk
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