MINUTES
SANDYSTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD

APRIL 2, 2007
This meeting has been duly advertised and meets all requirements of the Open Public Meetings Act.

Present:  George Harper, Jr.

Absent:
Marc Cunico
               John DeJager
               Bill Leppert


   Lou Cherepy






   Ron Green

   Ed Ibsen

   Mike Milligan

   Erma Gormley

   Joe Pinzone

   Keith Utter
Also present was Glenn Gavan, Esq., the board attorney, and David Simmons, Jr., the board engineer.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
A Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Green to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of March 5, 2007.  All were in favor.  The Motion was carried.

It was noted by the board secretary that the March 19, 2007 Workshop Minutes were not yet completed.

APPROVAL OF VOUCHERS:
A Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Leppert to approve the following vouchers for payment:

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice # 44252    03/01/07





(Harper Subdivision)

$   654.00
Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44246     03/01/07





(Ayers Road Subdivision)
$   328.90

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44061     03/01/07





(Frank Subdivision)

$    89.70

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44249     03/01/07





(Frank Subdivision)

$  297.10

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44062     03/01/07





(Aquatic Site Plan)

$    29.90

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44059    03/01/07





(Utter Site Plan aka Shi)
$    29.90

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44253    03/01/07





(Zatorski Site Plan)

$  446.60

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44248    03/01/07





(Fodor Subdivision)

$    79.29

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44251    03/01/07





(Brackney Subdivision)
$  520.40
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Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44060    02/01/07





(General Administration)
$  478.40

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44250   03/01/07





(Master Plan)


$    89.70

Harold Pellow & Associates
Invoice #44247    03/01/07





(General Administration)
$    73.80

McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Invoice #143697  03/06/07





(Fodor Subdivision)

$  126.00

McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Invoice #143696  03/06/07





(Humble Variance)

$    70.00

McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Invoice #143694  03/06/07





(Frank Subdivision)

$  350.00

McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Invoice #143695  03/06/07





(Butternut Farm Subdivision)$   112.00
McGivney & Kluger, P.C.
Invoice #143684  03/06/07





(General Administration)
$1,623.00

Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes;  Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

CORRESPONDENCE:

The following correspondence was reviewed and no formal action was taken:
1. Letter from County of Sussex dated 3/15/07 regarding Harper Minor Subdivision; and
2. Letter from Housing Partnership regarding a Seminar on COAH for April 18, 2007.
RESOLUTIONS:

Paul & Suzanne Fodor – Minor Subdivision Extension – Block 1105, Lot 12 - #04/2006:
The Resolution was reviewed.  A Motion was made by Mrs. Gormley and seconded by Mr. Green to approve the Resolution for an Extension of a Minor Subdivision application.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.
Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007:

The Resolution was reviewed.  A Motion was made by Mr. Milligan and seconded by Mr. DeJager to approve the Resolution for a Preliminary Site Plan and Conditional Use application.  Roll Call:  Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, 

MINUTES – Page 3

April 2, 2007

Planning Board

RESOLUTIONS CONT.
Patricia & John Zatorski – Preliminary Site Plan & Conditional Use – Block 1103, Lot 1.01 - #1/2007 cont.:

yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

George Harper, Jr. – Minor Subdivision & Variance – Block 1203, Lot 29 - #2/2007:

The Resolution was reviewed.  A Motion was made by Mrs. Gormley and seconded by Mr. Milligan to approve the Resolution for a Minor Subdivision and Variance application.  Roll Call:  Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
Bernice Smith/Rose Vesper – Minor Subdivision & Variance – Block 1709, Lots 12 & 13 - #06/2007 & #08/2005:

Appearing before the board was the applicant, Bernice Smith, and her attorney, Robert Mattia.

Mr. Mattia indicated to the board that there was a previous Resolution before this board approving this Lot Line Adjustment.  However, there is a time limitation for perfecting the Resolution which was not done by the previous applicant.  This was to be done by the prior owner, Joan Current, who sold the property to the applicant, Bernice Smith.  He further indicted that the applicant is relying on the documents and maps that were previously submitted to the board for the prior approval which was not completed.  

Mr. Gavan questioned Mr. Mattia if anything has changed in this application from the previous approval that was given.  Mr. Mattia indicated that nothing has changed.  This is the exact application that was given approval previously.  

This matter was opened to the public.  There was no public participation.  This matter was closed to the public.  

A Motion was made by Mrs. Gormley and seconded by Mr. Ibsen to approve the Minor Subdivision and Variance and to also approve the Resolution Memorializing the Minor Subdivision and Variance.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

Thomas Brackney – Minor Subdivision – Block 801, Lot 11 - #3/2007:

Mrs. Gormley stepped down from this application.

Appearing before the board was the applicant, Thomas Brackney, his attorney, William Haggerty, and Joseph Greenaway, the applicant’s engineer.  Mr. Brackney and Mr. Greenaway were sworn in by the board attorney.  Mr. Greenaway gave his qualifications to the board and was accepted as an expert witness by the board.
Mr. Haggerty indicated that he was before the board this evening for a Minor Subdivision to create one lot which historically existed.  The property is improved with a Kennel, a  dwelling house, and a second dwelling.  He presented to the board a deed which shows the property in two (2) tracts which was not combined into a single lot.  The reason the 
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Thomas Brackney – Minor Subdivision – Block 801, Lot 11 - #3/2007 cont.:

applicant needs variances is because he has access with an easement.  The proposed “new” lot with a cabin type house on it the applicant will need a planning variance for it 

for property not fronting on an improved township road and the other variance is for the easement access as his access.

Mr. Simmons reviewed his report dated February 28, 2007:

The applicant is proposing to subdivide existing Block 801, Tax Lot 11 into one new 3.892 acre lot and a 5.436 acre remainder lot.  Proposed Lot 11.01 has some existing buildings on it, which Plan Note #8 indicates will be removed.  Remainder Lot 11 has an existing dwelling and buildings/facilities for a kennel located on it, which are proposed to remain.  Access to the subject property is by Volker Lane, an existing paved private road.

Based on a review of the documents submitted and an on-site inspection, I have the following comments:

1. The subject property is located in the “A” Zone (Walpack Ridge Residential-Agricultural).  Based on my review, the following variances are required:

	Requirement
	Required
	Remainder Lot 11
	Proposed Lot 11.01

	Rear Yard Setback
	100’ Min
	72.9*
	----



	Side Yard
	50’ Min.
	---
	8+/1 Carport**

	Front Yard
	75’ Min.
	---
	33’ +/- Existing Bldg.**


*Setback to existing dwelling not caused/affected by the proposed subdivision

**Scaled setbacks to existing carport and building, which are proposed to be removed by the Applicant.

2. The subject property is located on an existing paved private road.  A variance is required for proposed Lot 11.01 to be on a private road and have access to Route 206.

3. Based on a review of the plans, it appears that the following existing lots either have access to or may be required to use existing Volker Road:

	Block
	Tax Lot
	Comments

	801
	8
	Existing Dwelling

	801
	7
	Existing Dwelling

	801
	6
	Building Under Reconstruction

	801
	5
	Existing Dwelling

	801
	9
	

	801
	10
	Existing Dwelling

	801
	15
	Existing Dwelling

	801
	24.02
	


There are also a number of other rights-of-way and easements over and adjacent to the subject property, and it is not clear who the easements benefit.  The applicant should clarify what rights he has through other property, and what rights others have through the subject property.  In particular, the following should be addressed:  
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Thomas Brackney – Minor Subdivision – Block 801, Lot 11 - #3/2007 cont.:
a. Applicant’s right to burden Volker Lane with an additional dwelling.   Mr.   

      Simmons indicated because the applicant will have additional traffic coming 

      in and out off of Route 206.   Mr. Haggerty commented that there is an

      existing dwelling on this property and it will not increase traffic.  

b. Status of 30’ wide private road on the southerly side of Tax Lot 15, and if this right-of-way has been conveyed, and to whom.  Mr. Simmons indicated that Lot 15 on the westerly side of lot 11.01, this is where the easement is located.
c. Rights of adjacent Tax Lots 15, 15.01, and 24.01 to the existing 40’ wide private road right-of-way shown on the easterly side of Lots 15 and 15.01.

d. Rights of adjacent Tax Lot 25 to the 30’ wide private road right-of-way along the northerly side of remainder Lot 11.
Mr. Brackney indicated that he was the owner of the subject property and acquired the property on October 29, 1992.  When he acquired the property the deed described the property in two tracts, a first tract and second tract which roughly correspond with the division he is proposing this evening.  Mr. Haggerty submitted to the board a copy of the deed dated October 29, 1992 as Exhibit “A-1”.  Mr. Brackney indicated that he had an application before this board in 2000 for certification of a pre-existing nonconforming use of the kennel which was approved.  Mr. Haggerty submitted to the board a copy of the Resolution from the previous application which was marked as Exhibit “A-2”.  Mr. Brackney obtained an aerial view of the property and photographs which show the property starting from Route 206, looking into the property all the way to the new proposed lot.  He indicated that the road is paved and was paved by him for Country Kennels, which is owned by him and his wife.  He further stated that Country Kennels and his neighbor, Mr. Edgerly, share the maintenance of the road.  He stated that there is no formal agreement, however, he maintains the road as a courtesy to the neighbors for living next to a kennel.  Mr. Haggerty submitted this aerial view and attached photographs to the board as Exhibit “A-3”.  Mr. Haggerty referred to the photograph which shows the carport and the cabin with a speed limit sign.  Mr. Haggerty questioned Mr. Brackney if the roadway in this photograph that goes to the carport is in the easement that he has shown on the subdivision map.  Mr. Brackney indicated that it was not the easement shown on the subdivision map.  This roadway is on the other side of the tree line, which is marked as a “paved driveway” on the subdivision map.  He further indicated that what he proposes to do is acquire an easement from the adjoining owner to correspond with the existing roadway.  He indicated that he has spoken to the adjoining owner and he is in agreement.  Mr. Brackney indicted that he has photographs of this property in the 1950’s which shows the cabin, but does not show trees anywhere except right where the road was.  This is where the road has always been since he owned the property.  Exhibit “A-1” sets forth his easement in the deed.  Mr. Greenaway submitted to the board Exhibit “A-4” which is a sketch of the Minor Subdivision with colored markings.  Mr. Greenaway indicated that 7 properties have access to the first leg of the easement.  He referred to Lots 8, 7, 5 and 6 have access off of this easement.  He referred to Lot 9, which has access to Route 206 and this easement does not give them the right to use this easement.  He indicated that Lots 10 and 11 have an easement to use the first leg of the easement.  He indicated that Lot 15 and  proposed Lot 11.01 have existing rights to use the first leg of the easement to the property line where Lot 11 begins.  After this, the remainder of the private road is for Lot 15 and the proposed Lot 11.01, which had existing right-of-way usage which was in the original deed which dated back to 1950.  There is another 40’ right-of-way easement which goes along Lot 15 and 15.01 that was shown on another older subdivision map and deed prepared by Mr. Bayley.  Currently it does not show any access for any of the surrounding properties, Lots 
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Thomas Brackney – Minor Subdivision – Block 801, Lot 11 - #3/2007 cont.:
24 and 25.  Mr. Haggerty indicated that all of the properties do have ingress and egress easements, but there are no Maintenance Agreements in any of the easements.  
Mr. Greenaway described the current topography of the site.  He indicated that the portion that comes in off of Route 206 is less than approximately 8% coming up to the first bend to the left, which is relatively flat, 5%.  The second bend to the right which is basically flat to the new proposed lot.  There are no problems driving this property and access for emergency vehicles.  

Mr. Haggerty questioned Mr. Greenaway as to why soil tests were done on the proposed new lot.  Mr. Greenaway indicated that the applicant intends to build a new dwelling on this property.  He further indicated that there are no wetlands present on this property.  

Mr. Gavan confirmed with the applicant that they are proposing not to use the existing right-of-way by the proposed lot, but to relocate it where the existing driveway is.  Mr. Haggerty agreed.  Mr. Gavan indicated that this would be a condition of approval.  He questioned the applicant why they can not use the existing right-of-way as it is in the current deed.  Mr. Brackney indicated that there is a row of trees exactly behind the kennel which has been there since the 1950’s which are approximately 50’ to 70’ feet high at the present time.  He further indicated that this acts as a natural barrier keeping the kennel noise down from the neighbors.  

4. I note that there are sections of the existing paved driveway that run from Route 206 to the subject property that are located outside of the existing rights-of-way, including the following locations:

a. Southerly side of Tax Lot 10.

b. Southwesterly corner of remainder Lot 11.

The applicant could grant an additional triangular section of easement over the southwesterly corner of remainder Lot 11 to correct the driveway encroachment in this area.  Mr. Haggerty indicated that they could do this on Lot 11, which would be a condition of approval.  He further indicated that on Lot 10, this does cut into the corner, but this is historically where it has been located. There hasn’t been a problem, it could be shifted if needed to be shifted, but there is no topography problem or natural barrier that would prohibit them from moving the road out.  However, it is paved and it exists and if they were asked to move the road, they could do it.  Mr. Simmons indicated that on the southwesterly corner of remainder Lot 11, the small triangular area, the applicant could enlarge the easements in that area.  Mr. Haggerty agreed.
5. There is an existing septic system shown on remainder Lot 11, but no well.  There is an existing well shown on proposed Lot 11.01.  The applicant to clarify what buildings the well on Lot 11.01 serves, and if a new well is needed for remainder Lot 11.  Mr. Brackney indicated that he would like to keep the old well for the proposed lot for future dwelling.  He would have to drill a new well for the current residence.  He has already spoken to a well driller and he indicated that he can get his rig in there and drill a new well, which will benefit the existing kennel.  
6. There are existing aerial utility lines that extend from Route 206 to existing Tax Lot 15.  Does the Applicant have the right to extend the utility lines across Lot 15 to serve a new dwelling on Lot 11.01, or will additional easements be required?  Mr. Haggerty indicated that this can be picked up in the easement agreements.  
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However, these wires exist at the present time.  Mr. Greenaway indicated he will 

revise the plan to show the existing wires.
7. The existing wells and septic systems on adjacent Lots 15 and 15.01 to be shown, to confirm that there will not be any conflict with a proposed well and septic system on proposed Lot 11.01.  Mr. Greenaway indicated that he will revise the plans to show the wells and septics are on Lots 15 and 15.01.
8. Dimensions are needed along the easterly side of Lot 11.01 and the remainder Lot (845.58’ total length).  Mr. Greenaway indicated that he will revise the map to show this.
9. A maintenance agreement should be put into place to show how the private roadways and various rights-of-way will be maintained and paid for in order to provide emergency services to proposed Lot 11.01.  Mr. Haggerty indicated that there are a lot of people involved in this.  The current owners are happy with the applicant who has been maintaining for years, however, he does not know if he can force an easement agreement with them at this time.  He will make an effort.  Mr. Simmons questioned the board attorney if the owners of Lot 11 and 11.01 enter into an agreement and if no one else participates, there solely responsible.  Mr. Haggerty indicated that they will indicate in their deed that they are solely responsible and that Sandyston is not responsible to maintain the driveway and to provide access to these properties for emergency vehicles.  Mr. Gavan agreed.
10. The existing private road does not meet the width requirements of the current RSIS standards.  A minimum of 18 feet is required.  Mr. Simmons indicated that this is an existing condition.
11. A typical section to be provided for the section of private roadway to be extended to proposed Lot 11.01.  Mr. Simmons indicated that he put this comment in his report because he wanted to make sure that the intent was to continue off the little turn around, the actual paved roadway over to Lot 11.01.  
12. Based on the current layout, Lot 11.01 will be the most distant lot on Volker Lane and its associated rights-of-way and easements.  In order to assist in maintenance, an appropriate turnaround area with associated easement should be provided on Lot 11.01.  Mr. Simmons indicated that when he went on the site it was in the winter time and there is a basically a little hammerhead to turn around in.  He suggests to the applicant that when this is extended to Lot 11.01, there should be something similar on 11.01 so that in the future they have somewhere to turn around.  Mr. Haggerty agreed that this could be a condition of approval before the building permit.  
13. Sussex County Planning Board approval is needed for the subdivision.  Mr. Haggerty indicated that they received the letter from the County of no interest dated March 22, 2007.

14. The proposed tax lot numbers to be reviewed and approved by the Township Tax Assessor.

Mr. Haggerty indicated that there are some variances needed with this application.  But as indicated in the Mr. Simmons’ report, they are pre-existing nonconforming kennel use.  At the present time they have two residences on a single lot, they are asking to restore the historical nature of these properties and re-divide them so they have one home on one 
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Thomas Brackney – Minor Subdivision – Block 801, Lot 11 - #3/2007 cont.:
property.  They are not intensifying the use by this.  They are not affecting any neighbors.  They are not intensifying nonconforming use for setbacks.  There are no negative impacts on this application.  The access is paved and in unusually good condition for a private access way.  They have indicated that the applicant will be responsible to maintain it and take care of it.  
Mr. DeJager questioned if he was going to keep the existing building on the new lot.  Mr. Brackney indicated that he would like to keep the existing building until the completion of the new home.  Mr. DeJager indicated than this would be a condition of a C/O that the existing house would have to be torn down.  The board agreed.

Mr. Cherepy questioned if the rights of operating the Kennel would go with the new lot 11.01.  Mr. Gavan indicated that the use variance for the Kennel would stay with remainder Lot 11 only, not the new lot 11.01.  

This matter was opened to the public.

Appearing before the board was Mrs. Gormley.  Mrs. Gormley indicated that she has no objection to the subdivision and variances requested.

There being no further public, this matter was closed to the public.  

A Motion was made by Mr. Harper and seconded by Mr. DeJager to approve the Minor Subdivision and requested variances as stated in Mr. Simmons’ report with the following conditions:  1) New well on Remainder Lot 11; 2) Item “4a and 4b” of Mr. Simmons’ report to correct easements; 3) Map Revisions from items “6, 7, 8 & 12” of Mr. Simmons’ report; 4)  Maintenance Agreements for Lots 11 & 11.01; 5)  Easements for Lots 11.01 as noted in item “12” of Mr. Simmons’ report; 6)  Tax Assessor’s approval of proposed new lot number; and 7) C/O contingent upon removal of existing building.  Roll call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mr. Pinzone, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.  

Mrs. Gormley returned to the meeting.

David Graham, Franklin D. Appelton and John and Karine L. Beringham – Minor Subdivision – Block 1812, Lots 11, 12 & 13 - #04/2007:

Mr. Pinzone stepped down from this matter.
Appearing before the board was the applicant, David Graham, and his attorney, William Sala.  Mr. Graham was sworn in by the board attorney.  

Mr. Sala indicated that the subdivision plans were revised based on Mr. Simmons’ report dated March 26, 2007.  The revision date of the map is March 29, 2007.  He indicated that Mr. Graham is one of the owners of 92 East Shore Trail.  He is also one of the owners of 90 East Shore Trail, along with the Berminghams, which are the owners of 88 East Shore Trail, which are Lots 11, 12 & 13.  The existing lots require no variances.  This application seeks to divide the middle lot and add half of it to Mr. Grahams lot and the other half to Mr. Beringham’s lot.  Therefore, in an area that where 10,000 square feet are required per lot, Mr. Graham has 20,395, more than twice of what is required, and after this subdivision will have 31,146 square feet.  The Berminghams have 21,506 as it exists.  And after this subdivision will have 32,285 square feet.  The area is residential.  Mr. Graham and his 
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co-applicant’s and co-owners will continue to occupy the premises as a one family dwelling.  

Mr. Simmons reviewed his report dated March 26, 2007:

The applicant is proposing to merge existing Tax Lot 12 into the two existing adjacent Tax Lots 11 and 13, creating two lots from three lots.  No new lots are created, and existing Tax Lot 12 is eliminated.  The subject property has frontage on East Shore Trail in the Kitattiny Lake area, which is located in the Lake Community (LC) Zone.

Based upon a review of the submitted plan and a site visit by our office on March 23, 2007, I have the following comments:

1.  Proposed Lots 11 and 13 meet the bulk requirements for the LC Zone.  An 

existing front yard setback encroachment appears graphically to be associated with the front deck on proposed Lot 13.  However, this is an existing condition and is not exacerbated by the proposed subdivision.  Proposed Lot 13 will increase in size from 20,396.90 square feet to 31,146.30 square feet.  Proposed Lot 11 will increase in size from 21,507.40 square feet to 32,285.30 square feet.

2. I note that the septic systems and well locations are not provided on the subdivision plan and should be provided for the Board’s record.  Mr. Simmons indicated that the revised map dated March 29, 2007 does show the well and septics for the existing dwellings.

3. The new proposed property line will cross three existing masonry and stone walls.  Cross easements should be provided for maintenance purposes.  I note that at least one of the walls is leaning and in need of repair.  This is important as these walls are over 4 feet in height in some areas and are providing structural stability for steeply sloped sections of the property.  Mr. Simmons’ indicated that on the revised map, there is a note #5 which states “Any portion of Masonry Walls located on Lot 12 to be maintained by Individual owners North and South of new subdivision line respectively.”  Mr. Sala indicated that he will prepare easements in the deeds as a condition of approval.
4. Proposed Lot 13 does not have any off-street parking area.  RSIS requires a minimum of two off-street parking spaces for a single-family residence.  It appears that an old driveway traversed across existing Tax Lot 12 to provide existing Lot 13 with off-street parking.  Will this driveway be used or upgraded for use in the future?  If so, an access easement will have to be provided across the portion of Lot 12 to be annexed to Lot 11.  Mr. Graham indicted that the driveway in the middle lot does not really exist.  This is the reason for the lot line adjustment for future parking.  Mr. Simmons’ indicated that the revised map shows future parking.

5. I note that concrete blocks have been placed along the road almost like a curb.  The applicant to explain the purpose of the blocks to explore if a better solution can be provided.  Mr. Graham indicated that this was there before he purchased the lot and they will be removed.

6. In the zone chart, the second proposed side yard setback for Lot 13 should be changed from 18.67 feet to 81.17 feet.  Mr. Simmons’ indicated that this has been done on the revised map.
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Mr. Sala indicated to the board that this is an application that would further the purposes of zoning by making existing conforming lots larger.  It will give the opportunity to the current owners to provide themselves with additional parking and amenities. He respectfully requests that the board approve this subdivision with the condition that he puts the language about the maintenance of the walls in the deed.  

This matter was opened to the public.  There was no public participation.  This matter was closed to the public.  

A Motion was made by Mrs. Gormley and seconded by Mr. Harper to approve the Minor Subdivision with a condition of a cross easement for the maintenance of the wall in deed.  Roll Call:  Mr. Harper, yes; Mr. DeJager, yes; Mr. Leppert, yes; Mr. Cherepy, yes; Mr. Green, yes; Mr. Ibsen, yes; Mr. Milligan, yes; Mrs. Gormley, yes; and Mr. Utter, yes.  The Motion was carried.

Mr. Pinzone returned to the meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS
Zoning Ordinance Review:

Master Plan Update and Bed & Breakfast Ordinance:

It was noted that this will be discussed at the next regular meeting of the Planning Board..
It was also noted that the next workshop meeting, April 16, 2007, should be cancelled.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

The meeting was opened to the public.  There was no public participation.  The meeting was closed to the public.

ADJOURNMENT:

As there was no further business before the Board, a Motion was made by Mr. Pinzone and seconded by Mr. Milligan to adjourn the meeting.  All were in favor.  The meeting was adjourned.







Respectfully submitted,







Sharon M. Yarosz







Secretary
