LAND USE BOARD MINUTES
March 4, 2009

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 7:30 p.m.

Present: Blake Johnstone, Robert Hoffman, Dana Desiderio, Mary Elizabeth Baird arrived at 7:35 p.m., Shirley Czajkowski, Elizabeth Devlin, Pino Blangiforti, Bruce Mackie, Michael Moriarty (Alt. #1) arrived at 7:33 p.m., Ed Kerwin (Alt. #2) arrived at 8:30, Arnold Shapack (Alt. #3) and Eric Metzler (Alt. #4) arrived at 8:30 p.m.
Also present:  Daniel Bernstein, Land Use Board Attorney, William Burr, Land Use Board Engineer, Frank Banisch, Township Planner and Shana L. Goodchild, Land Use Administrator.

Absent:
   Mayor Louis DiMare

There were approximately six (6) people in the audience.

OPEN PUBLIC MEETING ACT STATEMENT

Mr. Johnstone 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 January 13, 2009.

CLAIMS

Mr. Johnstone asked the Board if there were any questions or comments regarding the following claims to which the response was negative.  Ms. Desiderio made a motion to approve the claims listed below and Mrs. Devlin seconded that motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:  Mr. Johnstone, Mr. Hoffman, , Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Devlin, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Blangiforti and Mr. Shapack.

Nays:  None
1. Bernstein & Hoffman – General Land Use Work – Attendance at February 18, 2009 meeting – invoice dated February 19, 2009 ($400.00)

2. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Leezenbaum (B29, L9.02) ($910.00)

3. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Hill and Dale Farms (B38, Lot 1.03/1.04) ($486.00)

CORRESPONDENCE

Mr. Johnstone asked the Board if there were any questions or comments regarding the following list of correspondence to which the response was negative.  A motion was made by Mr. Blangiforti and seconded by Mrs. Devlin acknowledging receipt of the following items of correspondence.  All were in favor.  

1. Notice of Answer filed by Neil Yoskin, Attorney for the Friends of Fairmount regarding the Appeal of JCP&L, Block 17, Lot 2.  

2. Copy of letter from NJDEP to Fairmount Presbyterian Church dated February 10, 2009 regarding Highlands Act Exemption (#6), Block 6.04, Lot 5.01.

3. A letter dated February 10, 2009 from Drs. David and Isabel Mahalick regarding a modification to their variance approval for Block 32, Lot 32.01.

4. A report dated February 27, 2009 from William Burr regarding the O’Sullivan application, Block 6.04, Lot 3.

Minutes

· January 21, 2009

Mr. Mackie had a question regarding the coverage listed in the Vilenchik resolution.  Mr. Bernstein explained the numbers provided and Mr. Mackie was satisfied with the explanation.  Ms. Goodchild noted that there was a correction needed under Public Participation, changing “she” to “he”.  Mrs. Devlin made a motion to adopt the minutes with the correction, seconded by Mr. Mackie.  All were in favor.  Pino Blangiforti abstained.  

Ordinance Report

Mr. Mackie reported on two (2) ordinances from Bedminster Township.  The first ordinance involved an update to the telecommunication section of the ordinance, Mr. Mackie had no recommendations.  The second ordinance updates the checklist requirements for land use applications and he suggested that the Application Review Committee compare it to Tewksbury’s.      

Public Participation

Mr. Johnstone 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.
Resolutions

· Resolution No. 09-09 – Woodstone Custom Builders, LLC, Appl. No. 08-07, Block 15, Lot 9.04 – Approval of Bulk Variance (Impervious Coverage)
Eligibility:  Ms. Desiderio, Mayor DiMare, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Shapack

Mr. Bernstein noted that the attorney for the applicant needed more time to review and comment and asked if the resolution could be deferred.  There being no objection by the Board the resolution was deferred.
Public Hearing
· O’Sullivan
Application No. 08-04

Block 6.04, Lot 3

Impervious Coverage Variance

Timothy O’Sullivan, 3 Halsey Farm Lane, applicant, was present and sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. O’Sullivan explained that he purchased the home in 2000 and was in the process of trying to sell the house.  No exterior changes or additions have been made to the property since the purchase.  He explained that he is requesting relief for the overage of lot coverage.  Mr. Johnstone asked if Mr. O’Sullivan needed the relief to satisfy an issue related to title to which he responded in the positive.  Mr. Johnstone asked Mr. O’Sullivan to confirm that nothing new was added to the property while he owned it to which Mr. O’Sullivan responded in the positive.  Mr. Johnstone asked if there was anything on the property that could be removed or reduced to eliminate the lot coverage variance.  Mr. O’Sullivan explained that there is a shed in the rear yard but he was not planning on removing the shed.  When asked about the condition of the shed, Mr. O’Sullivan indicated that it is in good condition and used for storage of lawn equipment, etc.  
Mr. Burr explained that in his February 27, 2009 report it was noted that in this particular zone 6% coverage is permitted which is just shy of 11,000 sq. ft.  The property currently contains a little over 15,000 sq. ft. which is 8.5% so in order to meet the required 6% there would need to be approximately 4,500 sq. ft. of impervious coverage removed.
Mrs. Baird noted that the applicant had appeared before the Board of Adjustment and received an impervious coverage variance for a pool.  She asked Mr. O’Sullivan if he recalled what conditions were placed on that approval.  Mr. O’Sullivan explained that he originally requested to construct a pool in the backyard and that the approval called for the roofs to drain into a detention system.  Mrs. Baird asked if the existing improvements were present when the property was purchased to which Mr. O’Sullivan responded in the positive.  When asked how the lot coverage was exceeded, Mr. O’Sullivan explained that they asked the neighbors if they knew when the property was modified but they were not aware.  He opined that what changed from the original plan was a driveway expansion.

Mr. Blangiforti noted the expansive driveway and asked if there was any consideration to reducing the amount of driveway.  Mr. O’Sullivan explained that removing the turn around area in the front of the house would impact the entrance to the house; the only access to the house would then be through the garage which is a story down.  Mr. O’Sullivan explained that he did get estimates to have a portion of the driveway removed however it did not make sense to remove it since it was the condition of the property when he purchased it.  He noted that there is at least 10 acres of Green Acres open space to the rear of the property.  
Ms. Desiderio asked about the width of the widest part of the driveway.  Mr. Burr noted that according to the plans the driveway, at its widest point, is approx. 24 feet (in front of the house at the front door) and 18 to 20 feet wide at its narrowest point.
Mr. Mackie asked Mr. Bernstein if the property is grandfathered because of the zoning change.  Mr. Bernstein responded in the negative.  Ms. Goodchild explained each property must pass a zoning inspection prior to the sale.  She explained that Tewksbury requires an inspection prior to the sale of the house and this property would not pass the inspection because of the coverage issue.  When asked why this problem didn’t surface when Mr. O’Sullivan purchased the house in 2000 Ms. Goodchild explained that the Township did not inspect properties prior to sales at that time; the ordinance authorizing the inspection had not been adopted in 2000.  

Mr. Shapack noted that a typical driveway is 12 feet wide and opined that it wouldn’t be difficult to remove some of the driveway to reduce the impervious surface.  

Mr. Johnstone opined that Mr. O’Sullivan bought the house at a time that inspections were not performed and that he was unaware that he bought a non-conforming property.  He added that Mr. O’Sullivan has not added additional coverage illegally or improperly and therefore, he is inclined to grant the variance because it is a hardship for the property owner.  

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting up to the public.

Mr. Greg Storms, 9 Burrell Road, was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. Storms asked if every house in Tewksbury is inspected and if so, how it is determined that the impervious coverage has been exceeded.  Ms. Goodchild explained that the records for the property are reviewed prior to the inspection.  The Zoning Officer performs an inspection and compares what he finds in the field to what has been properly permitted by the Township.  

Mr. Johnstone recommended that the variance be granted and suggested that, as condition of approval, there would be no further coverage permitted without a variance.  He also wanted it as part of the record that at such time in the future a coverage variance is requested the Board should consider requesting a reduction in the existing driveway.

Ms. Goodchild noted that the most common violation of coverage is the driveway.  A new home is constructed with a typical 12 foot wide driveway from the public roadway to the garage and some time after the occupancy the homeowner unknowingly creates additional driveway (turnaround areas/courtyards) in front of the home.  

Ms. Czajkowski asked Mr. O’Sullivan if he plans to disclose the fact that the property is at its maximum coverage to which Mr. O’Sullivan responded in the positive.  Ms. Czajkowski noted that the new owner should be warned that no new coverage can be added without variance approval from the Land Use Board.  

If the Board was to grant the variance Mr. Mackie wanted it to be clear that the Board is not condoning the excess coverage but merely agreeing with the fact that unfortunate circumstances occurred.  

Ms. Desiderio made a motion to approve Application No. 08-04 subject to the conditions discussed, seconded by Mr. Moriarty.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Hoffman, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Ms. Czajkowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack and Mr. Johnstone.  

Nays:  None

Mr. Bernstein confirmed that the condition regarding future impervious coverage needing a variance would not be a deed restriction to which the Board agreed.   
Mr. Johnstone suggested that information regarding the zoning inspections be posted on the web page so people are aware that this inspection occurs and that things like impervious coverage are verified.  Ms. Goodchild indicated that she would make sure that it is noted on the web page and she also explained that it is well known that this inspection occurs to which Ms. Czajkowski, a local realtor, agreed.  
Land Use Board Discussion Items

· Mahalick, Block 32, Lot 32.01 – requesting a modification of variance approval (see letter and resolution of approval)
Mr. Johnstone knows Dr. Mahalick professionally and therefore he recused himself from the proceedings.  Mrs. Devlin also recused herself.  

Ms. Desiderio assumed the Chair.  

Dr. Mahalick was present and sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.   Mr. Bernstein explained that the Mahalick’s are planning to construct the addition but smaller than what was originally approved therefore he suggested that they appear before the Board to demonstrate what was approved and what they are planning to construct.  Mr. Bernstein opined that there wasn’t an issue with approving the smaller project.  

Dr. Mahalick explained that she and her husband had some delays and given the age of the children and the current economy they have decided that it would be a hardship for the family to move out for a year to do the scope of renovations originally planned so they are requesting to proceed in stages, the first stage being a garage and outbuilding exactly as drawn on the plans submitted and approved by the Board.  The exterior renovations would also be done in keeping with the new structure.  Dr. Mahalick displayed the plans and demonstrated that they would be constructing the garage and the gallery attached to the house noting that the keeping room/breakfast room would not be constructed at this time.  She added that they also would not be bumping the house out in the front as shown on the approved plans; the house as it exists would remain as it is with the exception of exterior improvements on the front of the home to match the proposed gallery and garage.  Dr. Mahalick noted that it is possible that they would be taking away the existing wooden porch and adding a more substantial front porch as shown on the approved plans.  When asked by Mr. Bernstein if the front porch improvement was approved by the Board, Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive and noted that it’s more of a platform.  When asked by Ms. Goodchild if the proposed garage is in the same footprint as was approved by the Board, Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive.  
Mr. Bernstein asked if the footprint would be the same to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive.  

Mrs. Baird asked Dr. Mahalick to confirm that she is simply requesting to do the improvements in stages to which Dr. Mahalick responded in the positive.  Mrs. Baird asked why the Mahalick’s had to appear.  Dr. Mahalick explained that she wanted the Board to be informed of the plan to build in stages.  Ms. Goodchild noted that she spoke with Mr. Bernstein about it and that they felt that Dr. Mahalick should appear before the Board to explain the plan since the Resolution of Approval indicates that the approval is in accordance with a certain plan.  Mr. Bernstein agreed that he spoke with Ms. Goodchild about it and that there didn’t seem to be a problem with the Mahalick’s building in stages but that the Land Use Board should be informed.  Mrs. Baird expressed concern about modifying the resolution to which Mr. Bernstein explained that the resolution would not be modified and that the minutes would be relied upon as to the changes to the proposed improvements.  Ms. Desiderio confirmed that the Mahalick’s would be permitted to build the entire project without further appearances before the Land Use Board unless it was after the time that the variance expired.
Ms. Desiderio opened the meeting up to the public, there being no public comment the public portion was closed.  

In conclusion, it was sustained by the Board that the proposed work was the same plan approved by the board but less ambitious.  The Board asked Dr. Mahalick to have the architect provide a copy of the revised plans for the Board’s records.  
Mr. Shapack suggested that the full detention system be installed rather than it being reduced in the event that, at some point in the future, the keeping room and bump out are constructed; the detention facility should be built to accommodate the original proposal.  Mr. Burr agreed, explaining that if there is any doubt as to future plans the dry well should be constructed to accommodate the full project.  Dr. Mahalick agreed.  
A motion was made by Mrs. Baird and seconded by Mr. Shapack that the proposed reduction from what was approved is consistent with the original approval.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  Mr. Hoffman, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Shapack and Ms. Desiderio.  

Nays:  None

Mr. Johnstone and Mrs. Devlin returned to the meeting.
· Discussion regarding Impervious Coverage Variances
Mr. Johnstone announced the discussion regarding impervious coverage and explained that he had asked that this topic be placed on the agenda as he feels the Land Use Board will be faced with existing homes that owners will want to make larger which will result in coverage variance requests.  He felt that the Board should discuss how it intends to handle these applications i.e. allow property owners to utilize dry wells to mitigate the runoff or take a more strict approach.  He opined that it is not a blanket answer and that the Board needs to continue to look at each application on its own merits.  Mr. Johnstone asked the Township professionals in attendance to comment and introduced Mr. Frank Banisch, Township Planner.  
Mr. Banisch explained that he looked at the issue from the global sense noting that there are several issues to be considered:  1) the scientific question of the right number in terms of coverage, 2) what exactly impervious coverage is, 3) what is semi-pervious and 4) does the Township permit enough coverage on the smaller lots.  He opined that the Land Use Board should not get caught up in whether there should be a sliding scale approach.  Mr. Johnstone noted that more times than not it is the owner with the very large house that wants swimming pools, circular driveways, patios, etc.  Mr. Banisch opined that there is a need to ameliorate some overage and the Board needs to figure out the best way to accomplish that.  Mr. Banisch spoke about structural and non-structural ways to handle the mitigation based on a mini sub-watershed level; finding small places on the property that the water can infiltrate.  This approach would allow the Board to require subtle improvements to the landscape that will not require much maintenance.  He went on to say that the Board needs to prioritize what it wants to let people accomplish in order to get the extra coverage desired; DEP requires structural solutions for a lot different things but at the single family home scale the Board can handle this with more innovative solutions.  
Mr. Chris Teasdale, Chair of the Environmental Commission provided the Board with a power point presentation of tools to mitigate the impact of impervious coverage.  The presentation included rain gardens, rain barrels, and pervious materials.  Mr. Burr noted that water from the roofs, etc. could be channeled into a rain garden the same way they are directed into a dry well.  When asked about the expense of a rain garden vs a dry well, Mr. Burr opined that the dry well is more costly.  Mr. Metzler agreed and explained that the underground structure is always more expensive.  Mr. Johnstone questioned whether the Township has the ability to enforce these types of non-structural devices.  Mr. Burr opined that the long term maintenance of any mitigation device, whether structural or non-structural on a single family lot will be difficult explaining that the stormwater control ordinance only applies to a residential development that’s classified as a major development; many of the single lots appearing before the Land Use Board do not require the devices called for in the stormwater ordinance which triggers the maintenance requirement.  Mr. Banisch explained that the non-structural methods are being done through simple grading and not complex movement of water.  Mr. Johnstone asked how the Board will know the property owner is doing what they are supposed to do.  Mr. Bernstein explained that in the resolution he always requires continued maintenance of the detention facility; he would like additional input on what maintenance should be done.  He also suggested that an inspection be required on a yearly basis, if yearly is too much by-yearly or when the house is sold.  Mr. Banisch noted that the Board needs to factor in how intrusive it will be to keep going on the property.  Also, the front end education to the landowner about why these things are good for them and the comparison to the alternatives gives the property owners an entirely different feeling about whether it’s an asset they want to protect or some kind of obstruction in the yard that they want to remove.  So, the variance process should give the Land Use Board the opportunity to make sure the property owners understand why the Township is advocating in a certain direction.  Mrs. Devlin asked if there is a formula for how large a rain garden needs to be to control runoff.  Mr. Burr explained that the Grading and Surface Water Management Plan Ordinance requires three (3) inches of runoff from whatever surface it might be; based on the volume of runoff the rain garden would have to be sized appropriately.  

Mr. Teasdale continued with his presentation which included bio-swales, green roofs, porous pavement, rain barrels and grey water recycling.  He concluded by saying that the Critical Source Area Modeling, which was recently presented to the Environmental Commission, could be used to determine hot spots.  
A discussion ensued regarding the definition of impervious coverage and the permeability of gravel driveways.  Mr. Banisch noted that an important element in a gravel driveway is the base provided.  Pervious pavers were also discussed and the maintenance required.  Mr. Banisch cautioned the Board about using pervious pavers because of the frost heave, which will only frustrate homeowners.  He opined that the landscape solution is probably the best alternative method in Tewksbury.  He commented on the methods outlined in Mr. Teasdale’s presentation and noted that a rain garden could work almost anywhere however some of the other methods will be location sensitive.  
Mr. Johnstone asked Mr. Banisch how the Board will determine if a site is suitable for something other than a dry well.  Mr. Banish explained that the Board could use soil information and in some situations a perc test to determine if a site is suitable for a rain garden approach.  When asked if the plan submitted by an applicant contains the information necessary to make a determination, Mr. Banisch opined that an inspection of the site would be better.  Mr. Bernstein asked if there should be soil testing.  Mr. Burr noted that a soil test is required as part of the Grading and Surface Water Management Plan process.  
It was the consensus of the Board and its professionals that not every solution is going to fit every property and that each situation needs to be looked at individually.  

Mr. Kerwin noted that he has talked to some of the applicants that have appeared before the Board and required to install dry wells and those structures have cost in excess of $20,000 and that for the cost there is no aesthetic enjoyment; he finds the rain garden approach much more appealing.  Mr. Kerwin asked if a Koi pond or berms could be used.  Mr. Banisch noted that a Koi pond needs a certain amount of water storage to be healthy therefore it won’t have a lot of storage potential.  He opined that subtle manipulation of the landscape would be a better alternative.  Mr. Metzler noted that the Township considers a pool, including the water surface, at 100% impervious when in fact there is a rain event it all gets captured in the pool.  Mr. Teasdale noted that in the pool scenario the water does not infiltrate back into the ground.  Mr. Metzler opined that there are two things the Board needs to consider, runoff and recharge.  Mr. Johnstone opined that, in line with the Master Plan, the number one focus is the need for recharge since the Township relies on groundwater resources.  He noted that there is a fine line between allowing people to enjoy their homes and making sure there is no detriment to the Township.  
Mr. Johnstone voiced his preference for the alternative rain gardens but expressed concern about the longevity of the garden as well as the enforcement.  Mr. Banisch explained that the front end education is a big element to the success of the rain gardens; the plants that will survive are not difficult to find or manage.  Mr. Johnstone explained that the Township does not have the staffing to be burdened with an alternative that requires a lot of inspecting or enforcing.  

Mr. Shapack opined that the issue is not only water retention but the aesthetic impact noting that a large part of the draw to Tewksbury is the unpaved, open space.  Mr. Johnstone agreed and noted that the Board needs to decide how restrictive it wants to be in terms of allowing or not allowing the improvements that residents want.  Mr. Banisch opined that the Board needs to consider the coverage; aesthetically driveway coverage has a completely different impact than a large addition.  Mr. Kerwin reminded the Board that they need to be cognizant of diminishing land value.

Mr. Teasdale opined that the Board will have to deal with a lot of requests for impervious coverage variances for riding rings.  Mrs. Baird noted that the Board of Adjustment dealt with many variance applications for those requests and they required the property owners to remove some of the coverage, for example expansive driveways.  

The Board discussed with Mr. Bernstein the justifications for denying applications.  Mr. Bernstein and Mr. Banisch added that when making decisions the Board should look at both the degradation to water quality as well as the aesthetic impact.  Mr. Bernstein encouraged the Board to involve the Planner in the review process for impervious coverage variances.  Discussion ensued regarding the Board taking a tougher approach with applicants to preserve the goals and objectives of the Master Plan.  Mr. Bernstein suggested that this approach would be better if both the Engineering and Planner are involved in the review.  He reminded the Board that having both professionals involved would be more billing to the escrow to which Mr. Johnstone indicated that the applicants need to understand that the reviews are necessary for the Board to make a proper determination.  Ms. Goodchild reminded the Board that it has been Board policy that the Planner not be involved on the smaller variance applications.  She suggested that the Board decide at the first public hearing if they want the Planner involved noting that the Board has 120 days to take action.  Ultimately, the Board decided that the Application Review Committee should determine if the Planner should review and report on applications for impervious coverage.  

Mr. Kerwin suggested handling applications under certain coverage at staff level rather than bringing it before the full Board.  The consensus was to keep the applications at the Board level.  
Mr. Johnstone opined that the discussion was an awakening for everyone and brought to the forefront some issues such as:  1) needing to see the property in person, 2) alternative methods to mitigation, 3) taking each application on a case by case basis, 4) using a more give and take type approach with applicants, and 5) involving the Planner more on the review.  

Mr. Mackie asked if the Board could prioritize approaches for amelioration vs. providing a property owner a list of methods and having them always choose the dry well because it’s the easiest.  Mr. Johnstone opined that the Board will rely on the recommendation provided by Mr. Banisch.  

Ms. Goodchild confirmed that the Application Review Committee will decide whether the Planner should be involved and report on the application to which the Board agreed.  If the ARC decides not to involve the Planner but the Board finds it necessary he will be brought in at that juncture.  Mr. Banisch pointed out that there will definitely be situations where a dry well is the only answer.   
· Master Plan discussion - Bridge Management Plan – Libby Devlin
Mrs. Devlin explained that she was the founder of the Alliance for Historic Hamlets (AHH) and in 2003 they put together a white paper on bridge management and how to work with the County more affectively and efficiently.  The Alliance for Historic Hamlets is hoping this plan could be made part of the Master Plan so that the County would work more closely with the Alliance.  She explained that eventually they would like to list the significant bridges on the State and National Registers which provides the best protection.  She explained that AHH would like to create a legacy bridge section as part of the Conservation Element (or the Historic Preservation Element) of the Master Plan.  It would be modeled after the Scenic Roads inventory.  Ms. Devlin asked if the Land Use Board would review the legacy bridge plan and consider adopting it as part of the Master Plan if they are able to secure a grant from the Highlands Council.  George Cassa and the Chair of the Scenic Roads Commission, Carol Leighton, were present and voiced their support.  The Board members agreed that they would consider the legacy bridge plan as part of a future Master Plan amendment.

Ms. Desiderio stated that she recently attended a bridge tour hosted by the County and part of the tour was the last covered bridge in New Jersey, which is located in Hunterdon County.       
· Escrow Closings for:
Andrew Hall - $357.09

Terri Fraser - $865.00

A motion was made by Mrs. Baird and seconded by Ms. Desiderio to close the two (2) above referenced escrow accounts.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:
Ayes:  Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Hoffman, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Devlin, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Blangiforti, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Kerwin, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. Johnstone

Nays:  None

Adjournment

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m. by motion of Ms. Desiderio and seconded by Mr. Blangiforti.  

Respectfully submitted,

Shana L. Goodchild

Land Use Administrator
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