LAND USE BOARD MINUTES
October 20, 2010

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 7:35 p.m.

Present: Blake Johnstone, Mary Elizabeth Baird arrived at 8:11 p.m., Shaun Van Doren, Elizabeth Devlin, Shirley Czajkowski, Michael Moriarty arrived at 7:39 p.m., Ed Kerwin arrived at 8:05 p. m., Arnold Shapack, Alt. #1, Eric Metzler, Alt. #2, Tom Dillon, Alt. #3 and Ed D’Armiento, Alt. #4.

Mr. Bernstein swore in Mr. D’Armiento.  

Also present:  Randall Benson, Zoning Officer, William Burr, Land Use Board Engineer and Daniel Bernstein, Land Use Board Attorney.  

Absent:  Dana Desiderio and Bruce Mackie

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 7, 2010.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Those present stood and pledged allegiance to the American flag.
CLAIMS

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

1. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow – Prouty (39, L5) – invoice dated October 5, 2010 ($90.00)

2. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L4), invoice dated October 12, 2010 ($1,545.00)

3. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L36), invoice dated October 11, 2010 ($3,825.00)

4. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Inspection – Oldwick Animal Hospital (B45, L 28), invoice #P10-17658 ($170.40)

5. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Escrow – Pottersville WWTP (B24, L 17.01), invoice #P10-17660 ($487.40)

6. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 2), invoice #P10-17661 ($208.00)

7. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 4), invoice #P10-17662 ($377.00)

8. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 36), invoice #P10-17663 ($972.20)

9. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 20), invoice #P10-17664 ($1,279.60)

10. Banisch Associates – Land Use Board Professional Services, invoice #P10-17666 ($71.00)

11. Suburban Consulting – Land Use Board Inspection – Pottersville WWTP (B24, L17.01), invoice #14971 ($841.73)

12. Suburban Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L2, 4, 20 & 36), invoice #14854 ($1,110.00)

Ayes:
Mr. Van Doren, Mrs. Devlin, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler, Mr. Dillon, Mr. D’Armiento and Mr. Johnstone

Nays:
None

CORRESPONDENCE

A motion was made by Mrs. Devlin and seconded by Mrs. Czajkowski acknowledging receipt of the following items of correspondence.  All were in favor.  

1. A letter dated October 15, 2010 from William Burr re: Wister Minor Subdivision/LLA, Block 42, Lots 8 & 27, Appl. No. 10-09.

2. A letter dated October 15, 2010 from William Burr re: Goss Variance Application, Block 42, Lot 9.04, Appl. No. 09-10.

3. An e-mail dated October 13, 2010 from William Burr to Ron Kennedy, Gladstone Design re:  Johnson applications, resolution compliance, Block 23, Lots 2, 4, 20 & 36.

4. Memorandum dated October 7, 2010 from Daniel Bernstein to Shana Goodchild re: cisterns for fire fighting.

5. A letter dated September 28, 2010 revised October 11, 2010 from Ron Kennedy to Andrew Holt, Twp. Engineer re: summary of existing and proposed driveway conditions, deviation and the justifications for non-conformance to Tewksbury Driveway Construction Standards for Block 23, Lot 20.

6. A letter dated September 28, 2010 revised October 11, 2010 from Ron Kennedy to Andrew Holt, Twp. Engineer re: summary of existing and proposed driveway conditions, deviation and the justifications for non-conformance to Tewksbury Driveway Construction Standards for Block 23, Lot 4.

7. A letter dated September 28, 2010 revised October 11, 2010 from Ron Kennedy to Andrew Holt, Twp. Engineer re: summary of existing and proposed driveway conditions, deviation and the justifications for non-conformance to Tewksbury Driveway Construction Standards for Block 23, Lot 36.

8. A letter dated October 11, 2010 from Ron Kennedy to Andrew Holt, Twp. Engineer providing notice of rescission of the September 28, 2010 letter providing summary of existing and proposed driveway conditions, deviation and the justifications for non-conformance to Tewksbury Driveway Construction Standards for Block 23, Lot 20 (no deviations from the Driveway Construction Standards will be sought).  

Ordinance Report

Due to the absence of Mr. Mackie there was no ordinance report.   

Public Participation

Mr. Johnstone asked the public if there were any questions or comments regarding anything not on the agenda.  There being no questions or comments, Mr. Johnstone closed the public portion of the meeting.    

Resolution

· Resolution No. 10-17 Vilenchik, Appl. No.09-01, Block 12, Lots 32 & 33 – extension of deed filing time

Mr. Van Doren made a motion to approve Resolution No. 10-17.  The motion was seconded by Mrs. Devlin.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

LAND USE BOARD  

TOWNSHIP OF TEWKSBURY

APPLICATION #09-01

RESOLUTION #10-17



WHEREAS, ALEXANDER and ELVIRA VILENCHIK had applied to the Land Use Board of the Township of Tewksbury for a minor subdivision/lot line change and bulk variances for properties which are located at 43 Philhower Road (Block 12, Lot 32 on the Tewksbury Township Tax Map), and 39 Philhower Road (Block 12, Lot 33 on the Tewksbury Township Tax Map) which properties are located in the HL (Highlands) Zone, and



WHEREAS, the application was approved on July 1, 2009 and a memorialization resolution was adopted on July 15, 2009, and



WHEREAS, N.J.S.A. 40:55D-47d provides that a minor subdivision will expire unless a deed or plat, signed by the appropriate municipal officials, is filed with the County Record Office, and 



WHEREAS, the applicants failed to comply with this provision, and



WHEREAS, Alexander Vilenchik sent a letter to the Land Use Board dated August 10, 2010 seeking an extension of subdivision approval, and



WHEREAS, N.J.S.A. 40:55D-47 permits a planning board to extend minor subdivision approval for a period of one-year after it would have otherwise expired, subject to certain conditions.



NOW, THEREFORE be it resolved by the Land Use Board of the Township of Tewksbury on this 20th day of October, 2010 that the minor subdivision approval that was granted to ALEXANDER AND ELVIRA VILENCHIK on July 1, 2009 and memorialized on July 15, 2009 be extended pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-47g through December 31, 2010.  

Roll Call Vote

Those in Favor:  Mr. Van Doren, Mrs. Devlin, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler, Mr. Dillon, Mr. D’Armiento and Mr. Johnstone

Those Opposed:  None

Public Hearing

· Robert and Pamela Goss

Application No. 09-10 

Block 42, Lot 9.04

Variance Application (front yard setback, impervious coverage and pool in the front yard)

Eligible to vote:  Mrs. Baird, Ms. Desiderio, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler, Mr. Dillon and Mr. Johnstone

It was noted for the record that Mr. Van Doren listened to the recording of the meeting he missed on September 15, 2010 and is now eligible to vote.
Michael Osterman, attorney on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Goss, was present and explained that since the last hearing on September 15, 2010 revised plans were submitted for the Boards review.  Mr. Osterman also distributed to the Board a letter from the neighbor, Christopher Dewey, confirming his consent to allow the applicant’s detached garage to remain in its present location which encroaches; the letter was marked as Exhibit A-3.  He explained that since the last hearing the applicant submitted a driveway application with a proposed circular driveway as shown on the revised plans.  

Mr. Madsen, engineer for the applicant, presented a rendered sheet 1 of 3 of the revised plans which was marked as Exhibit A-4.  Mr. Madsen explained that the revisions include the circular drive, the elimination of the pool house and the relocation of the pool so that it is 100.45 away from the front yard so there is no longer a front yard variance required.  Two (2) drywells are shown to capture roof runoff to effectively reduce the coverage to under 5%.  The wetland buffer is also shown on the plan (50 feet).  The patio/surround around the pool that was previously shown has been removed and replaced with a 16 inch wide coping and there is a patio shown on the northwesterly side of the pool.  He went on to explain that the previous impervious coverage was a little over 8% and the current proposal would bring it to 6.69%.  Mr. Madsen explained that there is minor increase of impervious coverage to Lot 28 for the portion of the driveway that will traverse that lot but the plan shows a reduction of a section of the existing driveway so as not to increase the coverage on Lot 28, a reduction of approximately 4 sq. ft.  
Addressing Mr. Burr’s report dated October 15, 2010, Mr. Madsen explained that the leaders tie into the basin and a new pipe from the basin will run to the drywells.  He explained that it is the intent to capture the runoff from the roof area and direct it to the drywells; this could be investigated at the time of site disturbance.  Mr. Madsen agreed to comply with Item No. 5. Mr. Osterman agreed to provide the driveway easement to the Board.  When asked if the existing tree within the proposed circular driveway will remain, Mr. Maden responded in the positive and explained that tree protection fencing will be installed.  Mr. Madsen agreed to re-grade and seed the area on Lot 28 to be removed.  Mr. Madsen concluded his testimony.

Mr. Burr noted that there has been a substantial reduction in lot coverage from the last plan (over 4,000 sq. ft.).  As long as the applicant makes the revisions based on his October 15, 2010 letter he had no objections.  

Mr. Benson noted that if the entrance gate is ever made electric they should notify the Oldwick Fire Company so the fire company can gain access.  

Mr. Van Doren asked if the deeds for Lots 9.04 and 28 will reflect the common driveway.  Mr. Osterman confirmed that there will be common driveway easement for the shared driveway.  Mr. Van Doren asked Mr. Benson if the garage that encroaches onto Mr. Dewey’s property will become an issue in the future.  Mr. Benson noted that a variance would be required for Mr. Dewey in the event he needs to sell the property.  
Mr. Shapack questioned the shed and playhouse that require variances.  Mr. Bernstein explained that the Board needs to either grant the variance or ignore it since it is a preexisting structure.  Mr. Shapack opined that the Board should deal with them.  Mr. Osterman requested that the Board address the structures so that they may remain.

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting up to the public for questions.  There being none, Mr. Johnstone closed the public portion of the meeting.

Mr. Osterman noted that now that the pool house has been removed from the plan the applicant is withdrawing its request for an extended duration of the approval.

Mr. Van Doren noted that the proposed circular driveway adds to the impervious coverage and he questions the need for the driveway and whether that need has been presented.  

Mr. Osterman explained that his clients want to have access to their front door.  They have tried to minimize the driveway as much as possible.  He went on to explain that there was originally access to the front door but it was removed.  
Mr. Metzler made a motion to grant the impervious coverage variance as well as variances for the other three (3) non-conforming structures with the conditions outlined by Mr. Bernstein below.  Mrs. Devlin seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:
Ayes:  
Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Van Doren, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. Dillon

Nays:
Mr. Johnstone

1.  Standard conditions (certification to the Board Secretary, payment of fees, etc.)

2. Two (2) easements, driveway and drainage easements for maintenance of the Grading and Service Water Management Plan.

3. Reduction of 100 sq. ft. of impervious coverage on Lot 28 so that there is no need for a variance.

4. Approval from Andrew Holt for a driveway permit.

5. Conditions from the William Burr report.

6. No exterior lights except for the light in the interior of the pool.

7. Approval from the Construction Department for the detached garage to ensure that it meets code.  

8. Review by the Fire Department to ensure that the emergency vehicles can traverse through the gate.  If it becomes an electric gate, a knox box needs to be installed.

9. In the event that there is a subsequent application there is an issue with impervious coverage and the Board will take that into consideration.  

Public Hearing

· Hannah E. W. Wister
Appl. No. 10-09

Block 42, Lot 8

Minor Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment
Mr. Michael Osterman, attorney on behalf of Hanna Wister.  He explained that Mrs. Wister is the owner of Lots 8 and 27 in Block 42.  Lot 8 is approximately 5 acres in size and Lot 27 is approximately 44 acres in size and contains Mrs. Wister’s residence and there is a small cottage on Lot 8 where Mrs. Wister’s long time care taker resides.  In January, 2003 Lot 8 was reduced in size from 9.6 acres to it’s current configuration through a lot line adjustment granted by the Planning Board.  The reason for the lot line adjustment was that she wanted to provide in her will that the caretakers home on Lot 8 would be left to her caretaker and his family.  Currently Lot 8 and 27 qualify for farmland assessment because they are under common ownership but once Lot 8 is bequeathed to the caretaker it will no longer qualify for farmland assessment because there needs to be 5 acres net of the house to qualify.  This application would adjust the size of Lot 8 to 6 acres so that the lot will qualify for farmland assessment on its own.  Lot 8 is a pre-existing non-conforming lot and since the lot is being gifted to the caretaker she does not wish to increase the lot size any further; the lot will become more conforming.  No new structures or improvements are proposed as part of the application.  Mr. Osterman noted that the Hunterdon County Planning Board has approved the subdivision in a letter dated September 16, 2010.  
James Madsen, Apgar Assoc. was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. Madsen presented a rendered drawing of the plan dated June 15, 2010 last revised September 22, 2010 which was marked as Exhibit A-1.  He explained that the large green area on the plan predominantly represents Lot 27.  The smaller lot is Lot 8 which is 5 acres.  Lot 27 contains a frame house, detached garage and driveway and the existing lot coverage is 1.23%.  Lot 8 contains a cottage, carport and gravel driveway and the lot coverage is 3.04%.  After the lot line adjustment Lot 27 would be 43.777 acres and the lot coverage would go to 1.26% and Lot 8 would be 6 acres and the lot coverage would be reduced to 2.53%.  When asked if there are any variances associated with the application, Mr. Madsen replied in the negative.  Mr. Madsen agreed to comply with the comments in Mr. Burr’s report.  
Mr. Burr noted that his report raised the question of adding an additional acre to Lot 8 to bring it up to conforming lot standards.  As long as the applicant is amenable to the other comments in his letter he did not have any additional issues.  

Mrs. Czajkowski asked about access to Lot 27 from Cold Brook Road.  Mr. Madsen explained that there is an existing 50 foot wide access strip but it is not improved.  

Mr. Van Doren asked for additional testimony as to why Lot 8 cannot be made into a conforming lot.  Mr. Osterman explained that Mrs. Wister has had in her will that she will leave Lot 8 to her caretaker.  She does not want to give away a lot of her land but she understands that it will be difficult for her caretaker as he will have to pay property taxes on the lot.  She is trying to accommodate the caretaker to increase the size of the lot so qualifies for farmland assessment.  The adjustment would make the lot even more conforming than it is; Mrs. Wister wants to accommodate the caretaker but wants to minimize what she is giving away.  Mr. Van Doren noted that he argued this point 7 years ago when the lot line adjustment was before the Board.  
Mr. Baird agreed with Mr. Van Doren and opined that the lot should be made a conforming lot.

Mr. Kerwin agreed with Mr. Van Doren but asked about the future plan for the piece to the right of Lot 8.  Mr. Osterman explained that Mrs. Wister has no plans to develop the property.  Mr. Kerwin opined that if there are no plans than appending ¾ of an acre to Lot 8 would have that much of an impact.  

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting up to the public for questions.  There being no questions, Mr. Johnstone closed the meeting to the public.

Mr. Osterman consented to an adjournment of the application so that he could confer with his client about adding land to Lot 8.  Mr. Dillon suggested that the engineer look at reconfiguring the lots to do it in a way that will accomplish the 7 acres for Lot 8 and make the remaining lands with a better configuration.  

Mr. Johnstone announced the continuation of the public hearing for November 17, 2010, 7:30 p.m.
Master Plan Draft Re-Examination Report

· Wind, Solar and Photovoltaic Energy
Mr. Dillon reported on the research he did regarding wind and solar energy.  He explained that he found that NJ finds wind turbines and solar panels inherently beneficial uses, there are very strong prohibitions for towns to govern; towns cannot prohibit them for certain zones, limit their height, etc.  The bill that passed earlier in the year does note state the standards; they were to have been produced no later than 10 months after the bill however they have not been produced.  Mr. Dillon explained that there are issues such as noise and flash shadows that the wind turbines produce that people complain about.  There are more strict standards in Europe such as noise in the day and noise in the night and in other states the standards are stricter than NJ.  Mr. Dillon recommended that we put something into the re-examination report that reflects the Township’s concerns on the impact.  Mr. Dillon reported that there quite a few wind turbines being erected in New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland and North Carolina; Tewksbury Township has ridgelines that would be desirable.  He suggested that the Township be proactive and figure out a way to mitigate the impact.  Mr. Dillon noted that these structures can be constructed on preserved farmland.  Mr. Dillon opined that the Township will receive an application for the placement of an anemometer first to test where to construct.  Mr. Benson noted that a property owner just had a solar array turned down by the State Agriculture Development Committee because the solar array was not producing electricity to power the farm; they can only place the equipment in the eased area if the power produced powered the farming activity.  Mr. Dillon recommended that the re-examination report address this in the Inherently Beneficial uses be expanded to show that the township is concerned about it and is willing to work to minimize any impacts it may have.  The Board asked Mr. Benson to communicate this to Mr. Banisch for inclusion in the Master Plan Re-Examination Report.  
Board Discussion Items

· E-mails from Anthony Sblendorio and Bill Burr regarding clarification on parking stall bumpers required at the Back to Nature facility

Eligible to vote:  Mrs. Devlin, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone

Mr. Ronald Kennedy was present and asked for clarification regarding the parking stall bumpers.  He quested whether they needed to be installed on 31 of the spaces around the building only or if they needed to be installed on all of the stalls noted on the plan.  He explained that the area behind the building used for construction equipment and the notation was not to install bumpers on those spots.  Mr. Kennedy opined that 31 spaces are more than adequate to handle the office space and uses in the building.  Mr. Bernstein noted that if the Zoning Officer determined that more spaces are needed because the business grows that the applicant would provide for those spaces.  Mr. Kennedy agreed and indicated that if there is a need more would be installed.  When asked the total number of spaces there are on the property, Mr. Kennedy responded 52 for the commercial use and 4 for the apartments.
Mr. Johnstone made a motion to amend the previous resolution to allow the applicant to forego installing the parking stall bumpers in the rear of the property until such time that the Zoning Officer indicates they are needed.  Mr. Shapack seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:
Mrs. Devlin, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone
Nays:
None

Mr. Van Doren, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Metzler and Mr. Dillon left the meeting as they are recused from the Johnson applications.
Public Hearing 

· Johnson Family Farm

Application No. 10-06

Block 23, Lot 36

Preliminary/Final Major Subdivision and Bulk Variance

Action Deadline:  November 5, 2010
Eligible to vote:  Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone

Mr. Janacek noted that the Board had directed Mr. Bernstein to prepare resolutions of approval for the applications and then the vote for the application and resolution would take place the same evening.  The focus has been on Lot 36 as a template for all four (4) resolutions.  Mr. Janacek noted that the resolution before the Board is the final draft with some items with proposed changes to be discussed.  The Board was provided with comments from Doug Janacek and Dan Bernstein.

Mr. Bernstein explained that he is waiting for Andrew Holt to review and approve the driveway waivers for Lot 36.  Mr. Kennedy explained that there are only 2 deviations from the driveway construction standards.  Mr. Bernstein noted that the approval will be subject to Mr. Holt’s approval of the common driveway and waivers.  
Mr. Bernstein noted that Mr. Janacek had an issue with requiring a fire tank easement for the individual properties.  Mr. Bernstein explained that he prefers an easement so that the tank or mechanism designed for firefighting could be removed.  Mr. Janacek explained Ron Kennedy has served on the fire company in the past and with regard to having easements on individual lots poses an inspection issue.  From the fire departments perspective, the issue is liability.  If the cistern was not inspected and a fire occurs the fire company could be held liable for not living up to an obligation.  A verbal communication from the Pottersville Fire Company is that they do want the obligation to inspect.  Mr. Bernstein suggested that the property owner could retain someone to do a yearly inspection.  Mr. Kennedy opined that the Township is involving itself in individual property owner responsibility and taking on liability.  Mr. Kennedy opined that the obligation of maintaining the cisterns should be the property owners and if they are not properly maintained they can’t secure homeowners insurance; the installation should be to the approval of the Township and Land Use Board Engineer and Pottersville Fire Chief, beyond that the homeowner should be responsible.  
The consensus of the Board was that the homeowner should be responsible for the maintenance of the cistern (pool or pond).   When asked if the Township should receive a copy of the certification, the Board opined that the Township Zoning Officer should have the ability to request a copy but it’s not required that the property owner supply it annually.  
Mr. Janacek explained that related to the driveway the applicant had been requesting a waiver for a small area where slopes were over 15% and Mr. Holt asked that the applicant modify the driveway to comply with the ordinance requirements.  Mr. Bernstein agreed to modify the resolution accordingly (page 5, paragraph 20). 

Paragraph 17, on page 25 talks about fair share/off tract improvement requirements and Mr. Janacek believed that there are no off tract improvements required by creating 4 lots.  Mr. Bernstein noted that Mr. Burr opined that there would be intersection improvements that may be off site.  Mr. Janacek agreed but didn’t believe it to be off tract improvements.  Mr. Bernstein agreed to remove the condition.  Mr. Johnstone opined that it would be required if there are further attempts to develop the property.  

Page 29, paragraph 19, Mr. Janacek asked for clarification as to the final wording.  Mr. Bernstein explained that it would read that there is room within the right of way but an applicant would have the choice of applying to the Township Engineer for direct access to the road if it environmentally made sense.  Mr. Bernstein opined that there should be restrictive covenant putting a property owner on notice.  Mr. Janacek was concerned with the verbiage about permits from the NJDEP.  Mr. Bernstein agreed to remove the language.  Mr. Kennedy explained that all of the lots would have utilities underground with the only exception being that the BPU is telling utility companies to go overhead to get to the other side of the roadway (if the poles are set on the river side of McCann Mill Road the utility company will run the line overhead in the municipal right of way and set a new pole once it reaches the property). 

Mrs. Baird had some minor additions/corrections to page 21 and 25.
There being no further comments on the resolution Mrs. Baird made a motion to approve Application 10-06 and adoption of Resolution No. 10-18 as modified.  Mrs. Devlin seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:
Mrs. Baird, Mr. Shapack, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone.

Nays:
None  

Mr. Johnstone complimented Mr. Bernstein and the applicant’s professionals for putting together the resolution.  Mr. Johnstone also thanked the Johnson family for their cooperation.       

Resolution

· Resolution No. 10-18 Johnson, Appl. No.10-06, Block 23, Lot 36 Preliminary/Final Major Subdivision and Bulk Variances

Mr. Janacek requested that the remaining three (3) applications be carried to the next meeting.  With regard to the Lot 2 application Mr. Holt feels that the exception from the driveway standards were not justified because there are no environmental constraints that would stop a modification to meet the ordinance standards.  He suggested that the lots have separate driveway cuts onto Homestead Rd.  Mr. Johnstone disagreed and opined that less driveway cuts the better.  Mr. Johnstone suggested that the Board send a letter to Mr. Holt disagreeing with his analysis of installing a separate driveway.  The Board authorized Mr. Benson to send a letter indicating that the Board unanimously disagrees with Mr. Holt’s suggestion of another driveway cut into Homestead Rd.  

The applications were adjourned to the November 3, 2010, 7:30 p.m. with no new notice required.  

Public Hearing 

· Johnson Family Farm 

Application No. 10-04

Block 23, Lot 20

Preliminary/Final Major Subdivision 

Action Deadline:  November 5, 2010
Eligible to vote:  Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone

Public Hearing

· Johnson Family Farm

Application No. 10-05

Block 23, Lot 4

Preliminary/Final Major Subdivision and Bulk Variance

Action Deadline:  November 5, 2010
Eligible to vote:  Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone

Public Hearing

· Johnson Family Farm

Application No. 10-07

Block 23, Lot 2

Minor Subdivision and Use Variance

Action Deadline:  November 5, 2010
Eligible to vote:  Mrs. Baird, Mr. Mackie, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mrs. Devlin, Mr. Kerwin and Mr. Johnstone

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:48 p.m. by motion of Mrs. Baird and seconded by Mrs. Devlin.  All were in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Shana L. Goodchild

Land Use Administrator
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