
RESOLUTION 
2014-006 

DIANE KING 

WHEREAS, Diane Kin g, 1212 Avenueofthc Am ericas. 7111 Floo1", New York, NY 10036 

and 1005 East A venu e, Mantolokin g, New Jersey 08738 (h erein r eferred to Applicant or 
Kin g) made Applicat ion (20 14�006) to the Manto loki n g Pl annin g  Board ( B oard); an d 

WHEREAS, the Applicant is the owner of the Property which is the subject of this 
Applicat ion a nd kn own as Block 5, Lots 4 and 4.0 I on the Tax Map of the Borou gh of 
Man toloking and al so known as I 005 East Avenue, Mantol oking. New Jersey 08738; and 

WHEREAS, the Property is in the R-3C Zone of the Boro ugh; an d 

WHEREAS, on July 21, 20 I 5, Barba ra Allen Woo l l ey-Di llon, P.P., A.I.C.P, the Borou gh 

Zonin g Onic.:iui/Land Usc Administrator issued a thi rd le tter to Bruce M. Satti n, Esq., 
Szafennan Lnk i n d, I 0 I Grovers Mill Road, Sui te 200, Laurcncev i l le, New J ersey 08648, 

the Attorneys for Appl icant, w hi ch l etter was a forma l Certi ficati on of Completeness 
(marked as B -l ): and 

WHEREAS, said Certification of C ompleteness indi cates , i n ter alia, the following: 

··The ori ginal p lans submi tted to the Borough i n di cate d t hnl the at-grad e deck l ocat ed 
between the dwelling and the  southerly lot line wcr·e an ''exist in g non -con formin g  
con di tion.'' Since the at- grade deck was bei n g  elevated as pari of thll ho use it was 
bdicved by the appl icant's profes sionals t hat thi s ex ist i ng n on -con forming eond i li on 
would be ··grandf'athercd" anJ not require addi tion al vari anc e re l i ef. This do cs not appear 
to be t he case. 

The ori gin al p lans submitted to the Borough in early 2014 indicated that there wa s an 
ex isti n g  at gra de deck located between the dwelli n g  an d t he southerly property line. Th e 
existing dwel l i ng is located at a �e lback or ten feet ( 1 0') on t he southerly si de of the 
propert y. Thi s is minimum required side yard s etback tor this zoning di stri ct. T he 
Zoning Or dinance docs not permit de cks or walkways to be l ocated in t he side yard 
setbacks . The Sun·cy prepare d  by W i l l iam J. Fi ore, In c., d ated Janu ary 10, 2005 

ind icates that t h�.:rc was no walkway or ·'deck'' of any k i nd (e i ther a t-grade or above 
grade) l ocated between the dw ell ing and the southerly property l ine. 

The Zon in g Oftice has records relat in g to Zon in g .Permi ts dating back to at least 1994. 

This offict:: hus no record o f  issuin g any Zonin g  Permit s  fo r a deck or walkway i n  the 
so utherly si de y ard- between the dwelli n g  and p roperty l ine. There is no reco rd o f any 
variance application bein g submitted to or a pp rove d by the Joi n t  Land Usc Board of t he 
l3orough of Mnn to lok i n g  (Board) n.: l ating to a ''deck'. or w alkway in the sou tlwrn side 
yard setback. 

The walkway or a t  grade deck appears to have been inst al led at1er the 2005 Su rv ey was 
p erformed. There are no records of any approvals - fro m ei ther the Zonin g Officia l , J�) in t 



Lan d Usc B oard, or Construct ion Official - re la ting to tile instal lation o r  a ·· deck" or 
walkway in tile si de yard setback .  Sin ce t hi s  i m pro vem ent w as never oflicially approved 
at any leve l b y  t h e  Borough, thi s  non-conform ing side ya rd set ba ck c ann ot b e  considcrtJd 
as one t hat i s  '·lawrully ex isting" on the prope rty. Therclon.:. the appl ica nt MUST seck 
vari ance rel ief fl·om the Board t o allow t he above grade deck that spans the sout hern si de 
of the dwel lin g  and extends out thirty-11ve fee t (35') beyond the Ocean side rn�ade o r  the 
b ui ldin g  to re main as part of the improvements sh own o n  the plan. 

The deck area show n  n car the EC:lst Ave nue si de of  t he p rope rty (c overed with a roof) w as 
also not shown on the 2005 Fiore Survey. This improvem ent cann ot be loc ate d  any 
cl oser than ten feet (I 0') from t he southern propet1y line. This ofticc has n o  re cord of 
an y app rovals that w oul d perm i t  the proposed imp rovem ents to encr oac h approximately 
11ve fee L (5' ) into the m in im um require d side ya rd setback often feel (10' ). Again, since 
thi s imp rovement was never officially approved at any level by the Borough, thi s non­
conforming s i de yard setback cann ot be consi dl!red as one that is "lawfully ex ist in g" on 
t h e  properly. Therefore, the applicant MUST s eck va rianc e relief from the B oard t o  
all ow the above grade deck wit h a roof located on the western (East Avenu e) s ide of the 
dwell ing to rem ain as part of the impr ove me nts shown on the pla n--� and 

WHEREAS, Ms. Dillon conclud ed that the foll ow i ng va riances would be r equ ired : 

Minimum requ i re d  front yard and/or average front yard setback tor the deck -
sixLy feet ( 60') i s  t\:qui rcd or t he avt:rage setback of the dwell ings on l ots located 
wi Lhin 200 feet of the subject p roperty, l ocated on the same s ide of the s treet, 
ex cl u di n g  the subject pa rce l or approx i mately sixty-11ve feet ( 65') is requ ire d. 
w here just over thirty-eight feet (38. 1 T) i s  proposed fo r the ex isti ng deck. One or 
the tbrmer decks was located at a set back of lbrty feet (40 ' )  from the Dune Li ne. 

Minimum require d si de yard setb ack for the deck - ten feet ( I  0') is requ i red 
where five fee t  ( 5') i s  proposed tor the existing decks .  

Max imum Permitted Lot C ove rage - a max imum of thirty percent (3 0%) Lot 
Covera ge for a typ i cal l ot s ize of 12,000 squ are feet is perm itted wilh a sl i di n g  
s cale approach tC:lkcn for larger lo ts. Based o n  th e size of the ex isti n g  lot, a 
m ax i m um of 3 ,83 2 square feel is perm itted where 2,640 square feet existed and 
5.260 square feet is prop osed. 

However, as the meet ing p rogressed it becam e clea r that due to di tfe rcnt infom1ati on 
contained on exh ibit s sub m itted wi th the Application t h at �cvcral additional variances 
w ou ld be need e d to include: 

The exp ans ion of a non-confonni ng structu re, either horizontally or wrt ic al ly ,  
pursua nt to Ch apter XXX, Section 30 -6. 5. 

The deck on the n orth side of the house is required to have a t en ( I  0) toot 
s idcy ard set back a n d  9.9- is proposed. 
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The southwest covered deck of 5'x9' requires a ten l'ont ( l 0') side yard setback 
and five ti.1ot (5') is provided; and 

WHEREAS, it became obvious during the testimony that the Applicant was dealing with 
different sets of surveys and plans by di ffcrent professionals and it was extremely 
difficult to reconcile what occurred; and 

WHEREAS, although submitted by the Applicant with its Application it is here 
necessary to outline the plans and surveys: 

I .  Mel lito Architecture Addition and Alterations lor The King Residence A-2, Sheet 
3 of9 showing South and West Elevation dated March 12, 2014. 

2. Melli to Architecture Addition and Alterations for The King Residence A- I ,  Sheet 
2 of9 showing Floor Plan dated April 21,2014. 

3. Mellilo Architecture Addition and Alterations for The King Residence Sheet A-
1.2 showing First Floor Plnn, Sheet A-2 showing South and West Elevations and 
Sheet A-3 showing North and East Elevations all dated June 29, 2015. 

4. John W. Ford, P.E., Variance Plan for I 005 East Avenue, Lot 4, Block 5 on the 
Borough of Mantoloking Tax Map, Project 26 I 42 dated October 21, 2014. 

5. William J. Fiore, Inc., Building Under Construction Survey Cor 1005 East 
Avenue, Lot 4, Block 5 on the Borough of Mantoloking Tax Map dated June 5, 
2015. 

6. William J. Fiore, Inc., Survey Plat, Lot 4, Block 5 on the Borough of Mantoloking 
Tax Map, Project No. 16775 dated January I 0, 2005, with Lot Coverage 
Calculation (prior to Sandy). 

7. William .1. Fiore, Inc., Survey Plat, Lot 4, Block 5 on the Borough of Mantoloking 
Tax Map, Project No. 16775 (no clute), with Lot Coverage (Post Sandy). 

8. John W. Ford, P.F., L.S., Grading/Plot Plnn, Lot 4, Block 5 on tbe Borough of 
Mantoloking Tax Map dated August 12, 2013 revised to March 17, 20 14; and 

�Vf/EREAS, in addition to the immediate above the only matters entered into the record 
were a photorealistic picture of the house looking west fi·om the Ocean and an inspection 
of the pilings tor the rear nnd front deck elated July 25, 2014 subject and contingent upon 
obtaining zoning approval; and 

IYIIEREAS, in order to prove its case and be granted the variance relief being requested 
above the Applicant under N.J.S.A. 40:550-?0c, must if the Applicant chooses to 
proceed under the cl  tests, show whether there is ( I )  peculiar and exceptional practical 
difficulties to, or (2) exceptional and undue hardship upon the Applicant arising out of (a) 
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the exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a speci fic piece of property, or (b) 
by reason of exceptiona l topographic conditions or physical features uniquely afft:cting a 
speci fic piece of property, or (c) by reason of an extraord inary and exceptional s ituation 
uniquel y affecting a specific piece of property or the existing structure thereon. 

In addition to the above proot� the Applicant must demonstrate that such variance can be 
granted without substantial detriment to the public good and wi ll not substantial ly impair 
the intent of the Master Plan and the Land Usc Ordinance of the Borough of Mantoloking 
(the ··negative criteria'') and the App licant must show that the grant of the variance would 
promote a purpose of zoning as stated in N.J.S. 40:550-2 and the undue hardship (the 
"positive criteria'"). 

The Applicant can also choose to prove its case by N.J.S. 40:500-70c(2) known as the 
J·lcxiblc ''c". The Applicant must show that : I) the A pplication applies to sp!.!cilic piece 
of prope rty; 2) that the purpose of the MLUL would be advanced by the deviation ti·orn 
the requirements of the zoning ordinances; 3) that the variances can be granted without 
substantial detriment to the public good; 4) that the benefits of the deviation would 
substuntinlly outweigh any detriment; 5) that the variance would not substantially impair 
the intent and purpose nfthc zone plan and zoning ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, proof of publication and mail ing to owners within 200 feet of the Property 
was completed, as is required by the Municipal Land Usc Law of New h:rscy (MLUL) 
(N.J.S. 40:550-l ct seq. and more specifically at N.J.S. 40:550-12_ and the Land Use 
Ordinance of the Borough of Mantoloking (Chap1er XXX, Sections 30-3n.2 and 3n.3) ha 
been furnished; and 

WHEREAS, the following Board Members were p resent at the meeting or August 6. 
2015 at which this matter was heard: Chairman Witkowski, Ms. Jane White, Ms. Denise 
Boughton, Ms. Susan Laymon, Ms. Elizabeth Nelson, Me ssrs. Steve Gillingham, Robett 
Mc intyre, Mark Hawkings, Couttncy Bixby and Michael Duggan; and 

WJ/EREAS, the Applicant was represented at the hearing by Thomas .1. Manzo, Esq., 
S�;afcrman Lakind, I 0 I Grovers Mill Road, Suite 200, Laurenccville, New Jersey 08648 
unci atler indicating that Ms. King purchased the Property in 2004 and believed that it was 
a pre-existing valid non-conforming usc called his first vvitncss; and 

WHEREAS, Joseph Longo of Abatarc Builders, Inc., 92 Mantoloking Road, Brick, New 
Jersey, who was duly sworn and testified as follows: 

l. He was in charge of the const ruction clone on the King residence which 
essentially was to raise the ex isting walkway on the south side of the Property from an on 
grade to an elevated wooden sidewalk which ran fi v e feet (5') by forty-six feet (46') and 
was even with the first floor level. 

2. He be lieved a permit was issued tor the 5'x46' deck and the pilings l'or the rear 
alld front deck and produced an In spection Report dated J uly 25, 2014, issued by the 
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Borough. However, he admitted that upon reading the Report it clearly indicated it was 
contingent on zoning approval which was never obtained. 

3. It was here that Mr. Manzo asked to formally amend this Application to 
include the five foot (5') south side yard setback where ten !cct ( I  0') was required and 
!'or the two folH (2') projection of the chimney into the deck where 12'' is permitted; and 

4. He also snicl that after Super Storm Sandy there were two decks at two 
different levels and that the on grade rear deck was raised and expanded and a new front 
yard (Oceanside) raised deck was created: and 

5 .  Here, Ms. l(ing (being sworn) indicated the origi na l on-grade south side 
sidewalk consisted of t1agstones and was in very bad shape; and 

6. That there were two sets of Plans, one prepared by the architect and one 
prepared by the surveyor and structural engineer. The Plans on site and on which he 
followed were those prepared by the surveyor and structural engineer. The architectural 
plans were the Pluns to be used. This was later confirmed by the architect, Michael 
Mellilo; and 

WIIEREAS, Mr. Manzo called as his second witness, Michael Mellilo, /\lA, N.J. 
License AI 10928, 402 !Iiggins Avenue, Brielle, New Jersey 08730 whose credentials 
were accepted, testified as follows: 

I. That he was the design architect for the King residence. He was not retained 
to inspect the ongoing building progress but visited the site periodically; and 

2. That the Plans that were to be used for building were the architectural plans 
and not those of the structural engineer and surveyor; and 

3. That the work (pilings and decks) was completed when he first found out the 
wrong plans were used; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Manzo then called Allison Coffin, P.P., A.l.C. P .. of James W. Higgins 
Associates, 823 Est Park A venue, Ocean, NJ 07712 who being duly sworn and her 
credentials accepted testi lied as follows: 

I. That the Application meets the following purposes of zoning (N.J.S. 40:55-2 
et. seq.). 

a) and b) the raising of the deck would promote and secure safety from Iloocl. 

c) would provide adequate l ight, air and open space. 

i. provide and promote a desirable visual environmental in that the decks 
break up the fac;:adc and arc consistent with the house directly to the south; 
and 
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2. The decks would promote more availability for outdoor living and the south 
side elevated deck would provide access to the doors on the first t1oor of habitable living 
space. 

3. Decks arc common along the Oceanside. 

4. The coverage docs not ex�..:ecd total Lot coverage. 

5. That the variances requested can be granted without substantial detriment to 
the public good or substantial detriment to the ordinances and Master Plan of the 
Borough; and 

W/IEREAS, Ms. Witkow ski opened the meeting for comments and questions and Meryl 
Gonchar, Esq., of Greenbaum, Smith & Rowe came forward and indicated she was the 
attorney for Ms. Shrcycr, Block 5. Lot 5, the house directly south to that of Ms. King and 
that her Client supports the approval of the requested relief; and 

WHEREAS, the following comments and findings were made by Members of the Board: 

1. Robert Mcintyre. The only variance he could support was for the north deck 
sidcyard setback where ten feet (10') is required and 9.9' is proposed. l ie believes that 
the lot coverage created by the decks is excessive. 

2. Susan Laymon. Believes the overall lot coverage, the reduced fi·ont yard 
sctbuck and the deck on the east side create an overbuilt �.:ondition. This sentiment was 
essentially also voiced by Chairman Witkowski, Michael Duggan, Denise Boughton, 
Elizabeth '\Jelson, Joseph Daly and Mark Hawkings. 

3. Steve G illingham. Was troubled by the circumstances that allowed the 
building of such an elaborate project without approvals. 

4.  Jane White. Feels that a 37%, over pt.:rmittecJ lot coverage is overwhelming 
:mel cannot be supported. 

5. Courtney Bixby. The mistakes made were those of Applicant's prol�ssionals 
which resulted in the requested variance relief; and 

WllER£AS, the Applicant' s professionals provided no credible evidence as to why the 
improv�;mcnts undertaken were done without obtaining any approvals fl:om the Borough 
of Mantoloking; and 

WJIEREAS, despite not obtaining the requisite approvals there was no showing that even 
if the builder utilized the appropriate Plan that the building would have conformed; and 

"'JIEREAS, there is no clear connection between the claimed lot conditions and the 
alleged m istakcs ; and 
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WHEREAS, the hardship has been created by the acts, ;mel omissions and negligence of 
the owner and her professionals and was sci r-crcatcd. Undue hardship can have no 
application where the owner or the professionals are responsible for the hardship and not 
one imposed by the terms of the Ordinance: and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant had no right to build without tirst obtaining the necessary 
permits nor obtaining or applying f or a variance; and 

WIJEREAS, the Applicant after the fact and construction being completed cannot 
belatedly request variance relief since such conduct can lead to unconscionable results: 
and 

WIIEREAS, a separate vote on each of the variances requested by Applicant was taken 
which resulted in a unanimous approval of the north side yard variance where ten feet 
(I 0') was required and 9'9" was provided and a unanimous vote to deny the following: 

a) Minimum required front yard and /or average front yard setback for the deck­
sixty rcct (60') is required or the average setback of the dwellings on lots located within 
200 feet of the subject property, located on the same side of the street, excluding the 
subject parcel of approximately sixty-five feet (65') is required, where just over thirty­
eight feet (38.17') is proposed for the existing deck. One of the former decks was located 
at a setback or forty feet (40') from the Dune Line. 

b) Minimum required side yard setback for the deck- ten feet ( I  0') is required 
where live feet is proposed for the existing d�cks. 

c) Maximum Permitted Lot Coverage- a maximum of thirty percent (30%) Lot 
Coverage for a typica l lot size of 12,000 square feet is permitted with a sliding scale 
approach taken for larger lots. Based on the size ol'the existing lot, a maximum of3,832 
square feet is permitted where 2,640 square feel existed and 5,260 square feet is 
proposed. 

d) The t:xpansion of a non-conf(wming structure, eitht:r horizontally or vertically, 
pursuant to Chapter XXX, Section 30-6.5. 

c) The deck on the north side or the house is required to have a ten root ( I  0') 
s.idcyard setback and 9.9' is proposed. 

1) The southw�.:st covered deck of 5'x9· requires a 10· side yard setback and s· is 
provided; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, tor the facts and reasons above, the Mantoloking Planning Board 
tinds that the relief requested by the Applicant cannot be granted without subsequent 
detriment to the public good and would substantially impair th� intent and the purpose of 
the Zone plan and ordinances of the Borough and on this 3rd day of September, 2015 
denies the relief as requested by the Applicant. 
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NOJ.JI BE IT FURTIIER RESOVED, that Resolution be referred to the Mayor and 
Coucil of the Borough of Mantoloking for any action it deems necessary as a result of the 
Applicant's conduct in building without necessary wning approval or pennits as outlined 
in Ms. Dillion's lclter of.Ju.ly 21,2015. 

CERTIFICATION 

I, Susan Laymon, Secretary of the Plunning Board of the Borough of Mantoloking, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of the Resolution duly adopted by the 
Planning Board on the 3rd clay of September, 20 J 5, and memorializes and confim1s the 
actions taken by the Planning Board in now approving in part and denyjng in part the 
request by /\pplioant for relief at the regular meeting held on August 6. 2014. 

8 



MEETING OF AUGUST 6, 2015 
TO PRE PARE A RESOLUTION TO APPROV E THE NORTH SJDEY ARD 

SETBACK VARIANCE WHERE 10' IS REQUIRED AND 9'9" IS  PROPOSED 

Stanley Witkowski 

Robert S. Mcintyre 

Evan S. Gillingham 

D. Mark Hawkings 

Joseph Daly 

Jane G. White 

Eli7.abcth Nelson 

Denise Boughton 

Courtney Bixby 

Susan Laymon, (Alt.) 

Michael Duggan, (Alt.) 

Absent: 

Not Voting or Recused: 

Moved 

X 

Seconded Yes 

X 
X 
X 
X I 
X 
X 
X I 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

No 
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MEET1NG OF SEPTEMER 3, 2015 
VOTE TOAPPROV E THE NORTH 

Sl DEYARD SETBACK VARI ANCE WHERE 10' I S  REQUIRED AND 9'9" IS 
l'ROPOSED 

Stanley Wit kowski 

RobertS. Mcin tyr e  

Evan S. G i l li n gham 

D. Mark Hawkings 

Joseph Dal y 

Jane G. White 

Elizabeth Nelson 

Denise Bought on 

Cou rtn e y  Bi xby 

Susan Laym on, (Al t. )  

Michael D uggan, (Alt. )  

Ab sent : 

Not Vo ting or Recused: 

Moved 

l/ ... 

Seconded Yes 

� 
,/ t/ 

t/ 
v 
v 
v 
I/" 
v 
/ 

No 
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MEETING OF AUGUST 6, 2015 

TO PREPARE A RESOLUTI ON TO DENY 

a) Minimum requ ired fron l  yard and /or average front yard setback for the deck - sixty 
feet (60') is required or the avera ge setback of the dwellin gs on lots located w ith in 200 
feet of thc su bject property, located on the same side of the street, excluding the subject 
parcel of approximate ly s ixty-five feet (65') is required , where just over t hirty-eigh t fe et 
(38.1 7') is proposed lor the e xis ting d eck.  One of the former decks was l o cated at a 
setback of forty feet (40') tl-om the Dune Line. 

b) Minim um required side y ard s e tback for the deck -ten feet (I 0') is requ ired 
where tiv e fee t  is proposed for the e xis ting d ec ks .  

c) Ma ximum Pcnnirtecl Lot Coverage- a maximum of thirty p ercent (30%) Lot 
Coverage for a typ ical  lot size of 12,000 s quare feet is permit ted with a slid ing scale 
a pp roach token for larger l ots. Based on the s iz e of the ex isting lot, a maximum of3,832 
squ are feet is permitt ed where 2,640 square feet e xisted and 5,260 square fee t is 
proposed . 

d )  The ex pa nsion of a non-conforming structure ei ther ho rizonta lly or vertically 
purs ua n t  to Cha pter XXX, Se.;t ion 30-6.5. 

e) The d eck on the north s ide of the house is re qu ired to ha ve a ten foot ( I  0') 
sideyard setback and 9.9' is proposed. 

t) The southwest cov ered d eck of 5'x9' requires a 1 0' side yard setback a nd 5' is 
prov ided. 

A SEPARATE V OTE \.YAS TAKEN ON EAC H  BUT THE RESULTS WERE 
IDENTICAL 

Sta nl ey Witkowski 

RobertS. Mcintyre 

Evan S. Gillingham 

D. Mark Hawkin gs 

Joseph Daly 

Jane G. White 

El iza bcth Nelson 

Denise Boughton 

Court ney Bixby 

Susan Laym on, (Alt.) 

Mic hael Du ggan, (Alt. )  

Absent: 

Not Vot ing or Recused: 

Moved 

X 

Seconded 

-- --

X 

-- -

Y es 

X 
X 
X 

I 
X : 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

No 
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MEETING O F  SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 

TO DENY 

a) Minimum required front yard and /or aver age front yard setback fo r the deck - sixty 
feet (60')  is requi red or the avera ge setback of the dwel l ings on lots located within 200 
feet of the subject property, located on the same side of the st reet, excl uding the subject 
parcel of approximately six ty- live feet (65 ' )  is required, where just ove r thi11y-eight feet 
( 38 . 1  T) is p roposed lor the existing deck. One of the former decks was located at a 
setback of forty feet ( 40' ) from the Dune Line. 

b) Minimum required side yard setback for the deck - ten rcet ( 1  0' ) is requ i red 
where tive feet is proposed for the existing dec ks. 

c) Maximum Permitted Lot Covera ge - a maximum of th i rty pe rcent (30%) Lot 
Coverage for a typical lot size o f  1 2.000 squ are feet is permitted with a s l iding scale 
approach taken for large r lots. Based on the size of the existing lot, a maximum of 3,832 
square feet is permitted where 2,640 square feet existed and 5,260 squ are feet i 
proposed . 

d) The expansion o f  a non-conrorming st ructure either horizontally or vertically 
pu rsuant to Ch apter XXX, Section 30-6.5 .  

c )  The deck on the north side of the house is  req uired to have a ten root ( I  0' ) 
sidcyard setbHck and 9.9' is proposed. 

t) The southwest covered deck of 5 'x9· req uires a I 0' side yard setback and 5 '  is 
provided. 

A SEPARATE VOTE WAS TAKEN ON EACH BUT T H E  RESU LTS W E R E  

I DENTICAL 

Stanley Witkowski 

Robert S.  M cinty re 

Evan S. Gi llin gham 

D. Mark l lawk.ings 

Joseph Daly 

Jane G. White 

Eliz abeth Nelson 

Denise Boughton 

Courtney Hixby 

Susan Laymon, (Alt . )  

Michael Duggan, (Alt . )  

Absent: 

Nol Voting or Recused: 

Moved Seconded Yes 

� 
v 

No 
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