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Members of the Public

Chairman Kamenstein called the August 21, 2008 Town of North Salem Zoning Board of Appeals meeting to order.

The minutes of the July 10, 2008 meeting were unanimously accepted.

Chairman Kamenstein set the next meeting for Thursday, September 11, 2008.  

HEARINGS CONTINUED

BA07-49 Thomas Cahill (184 Keeler Lane) – Area Variance – To increase the maximum height of a fence in a front yard from 4 ft. permitted to 7 ft. proposed, per Article VI Section 250-22, for construction of 2, 6.5 ft.-high piers with a 7 ft. high gate. 

This application was carried over at the applicant’s request.

BA08-27 Mary and Patrick Freydberg (1A Delancey Road) – Area Variance – To decrease 

the minimum required side yard setbacks in an R-4 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15.  A side yard setback variance of 49 ft. (75 ft. required; 26 ft. proposed) for a 1 ½-story storage building and a side yard setback variance of 64 ft. (75 ft. required; 11 ft. proposed) for a run-in shed are requested.

Chairman Kamenstein stated that he and other Board members visited the site of this application a few weeks ago.

Don Rossi, attorney for the applicants, stated that his clients submitted revised plans which he thought conformed to the field discussion.  He said the proposed run-in shed will be a 12 ft. x 18 ft. Horizon shed to be located closer to Delancey Road than what was previously proposed.  

The Chairman said the run-in shed will be somewhat out of the line of sight of the neighbors in the new location.

Mr. Rossi stated that the storage building will be 26 ft. from the side yard line in its new location.

Chairman Kamenstein explained that Brian Ivanhoe suggested relocating the storage shed to the vicinity of the existing barn where it will be much farther away from the property line than the originally-proposed site.

William Monti asked about the existing out-buildings on the property, and Mr. Rossi assured him that they will be demolished and removed.

The Chairman added that this came up at the site visit, and removal of the old buildings will be required by the Board.

Margaret Clark, attorney for Andre Betz of 250 Titicus Road, addressed the Board, saying she appreciates the Board’s efforts and thinks the relocated buildings are an improvement over the original proposal.  She said she thought the run-in shed was to be 12 ft. x 12 ft. and not 12 ft. x 18 ft.

Chairman Kamenstein said he was not sure the size of the run-in shed was specified at the time of the field meeting.

Ms. Clark said she thought the Chairman had said that 12 ft. x 12 ft. would be sufficient, but she was not sure.  She asked that demolition of the 2 existing buildings be made a condition of the resolution, and she also said she wanted to be sure there would be no manure storage near the property line.  

The Chairman commented that manure dumpsters are not normally placed near run-in sheds, but the Board would specify that it not be there, but placed near to the barn.

Ms. Clark said she assumed the shed will be maintained in good condition.

The Chairman responded that the Board would specify that there may be no storage behind the run-in shed.  

Ms. Clark asked if there will be electricity in the run-in shed, and the Chairman replied that there would normally not be any.  He added that there will be no fenestration on the sides or rear of the shed.

Ms. Clark asked for confirmation that the front of the run-in shed will face the Freydberg driveway, and the Chairman said that was correct.

Ms. Clark asked that the minimum/maximum distance from the stone wall be made a condition of the resolution, and the Chairman responded that the distance is given on the submitted plan that the ZBA would approve.

The Chairman said he felt the Freydbergs had been extraordinarily compliant regarding the Board’s requests, adding that these were the actions of good neighbors.  Noting there were no further questions or comments, the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Gerald Reilly read a draft resolution including the following conditions:

· The shed and storage building must comply with the submitted revised plans dated 7-29-02 (Mr. Rossi to re-submit same revised plans with proper/actual date of 7-29-08).

· The run-in shed may be no larger than 12 ft. x 18 ft.

· The manure dumpster must be placed in a location near the barn that is deemed acceptable by the Building Inspector.

· There may be no fenestration in the run-in shed.

· The 2 existing out-buildings must be removed from the property.

Motion by:

William Monti

Seconded by:
Patrick Browne

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Browne:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, with specific conditions per discussion and agreement.

The Chairman announced that the Board would hear the last item on the agenda next, as the applications preceding it would probably take longer to resolve.

PUBLIC HEARING:

BA08-31 Blair and Edward Staebler (141 June Road) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required front yard setback in an R-4 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15.  A setback variance of 6 ft. is requested (75 ft. required 69 ft. proposed) for construction of an addition to an existing single-family residence.

Andrew Whitelaw, architect, and Blair Staebler were present.  

The Chairman stated that the Board was in receipt of a letter from Anthony Romeo of 134 June Road, expressing his opposition to the variance application.  Mr. Romeo’s letter stated his concern about the current appearance of the Staebler property and his worry that granting a front yard setback variance would make things worse.

Mr. Whitelaw said he had spoken to Mr. Romeo on the telephone, and he told him that his clients will neaten up the appearance of their property.  He said the addition to the house is intended to give the Staeblers some space, including a 2-car garage and attic storage.

Chairman Kamenstein stated for the record that he once owned an adjacent property, and another Board member currently owns a parcel there.

Mr. Whitelaw stated that his clients seek a 6 ft. variance.  He explained that he looked at numerous ways to site the house, and he thinks the proposed layout is the best one.

The Chairman mentioned that there are 2 cottages on the property, and it was ascertained that the variance request is for the one to the left when facing the lot from June Road.  Chairman Kamenstein asked for the size of the existing house and its size with the proposed addition.

Mr. Whitelaw said the existing first floor is 1500 sq. ft., and he is proposing to add 2085 sq. ft. to it.

Chairman Kamenstein commented that the topography of the lot made it hard to see the rear of the house (land slopes downward from front to back).
Mr. Browne said the plans show a second story addition to the rear of the house.

Mr. Whitelaw explained that the first level of the rear part of the house is more of a basement level (existing), and the second level is actually the main floor (bedroom and office addition behind existing living room), above which there will only be attic storage.  He said the existing topography forced the house forward because of the grade change at the rear.

Mr. Whitelaw said the house will have either cedar shingle siding or cement board with some stone work, and he has tried to model the house and garage doors after barn doors in the neighborhood.

Mr. Browne commented that the site plan indicates a second driveway cut.

Mr. Whitelaw said the second cut and second drive are intended to keep cottage traffic separate from the house drive.

The Chairman said there has been a common/shared driveway on the property for years, and he could not understand why a second drive would be helpful or needed now.

Mrs. Staebler said that, because the front of the house will be closer to the road than it is now, she thought it would be safer for her children if she were to re-route the main house drive and make a separate one for the cottage.

Chairman Kamenstein said that the ZBA is always concerned about safety issues, but he could not see how adding a second driveway would contribute to safety.

Mr. Browne commented that the existing play area would be closer to the new driveway, and it will be necessary to remove some trees also.

Mr. Whitelaw said there are no large trees in the way of the proposed driveway.

Mr. Browne stated that he stood on the site of the future driveway, and there are 2 big maples present as well as other trees between them.

The Chairman said he was not in favor of the second driveway.

Mr. Browne pointed out that the Staeblers will need a permit for the curb cut.  He said the lower driveway cut would be okay, but there is not much sight distance for a car entering June Road from the other cut.

Mr. Ivanhoe asked what kind of fencing will be used to enclose the new play area.

Mr. Whitelaw said nothing is planned yet but perhaps a post/rail fence with mesh will be used.

Chairman Kamenstein said that as long as the fence is only 4 ft. high, the Staeblers may use whatever materials they want.

Returning to the subject of the driveway, Mr. Whitelaw said Mrs. Staebler is concerned about cars passing by the front door of the house.

The Chairman said the driveway may be moved and a single curb-cut made, if the Staeblers want to relocate the drive.  He said they will need to work with the Town, the Building Department and the County (because June Road is a County road), and the County will likely be more concerned about vehicular traffic on June Road than about child safety on the Staeblers’ property.

Mrs. Staebler said she was concerned about getting to the cottage from the existing driveway, but Mr. Whitelaw said it would work.

Mr. Browne said Mrs. Staebler would only lose some access to the main house.  He added that she can put more parking in and still use the same entry.

Kurt Dorfi of 136 June Road addressed the Board, saying he is concerned about aesthetics.  He stated that there are a lot of plastic toys right near the road, and it used to be surrounded by orange plastic mesh construction fencing.  Mr. Dorfi commented that if the play area were to the rear of the house, people would not have to look at it, and it would be safer for the children.

Chairman Kamenstein said the ZBA is concerned with maintaining neighborhood character, and he noted the presence of lawn ornaments and plastic fencing on the Staebler property in the past; however, he doesn’t think the Board can prohibit the Staeblers from having these things in their yard.  He said he would encourage them to be sensitive to their neighbors’ concerns, adding that there are alternatives to orange plastic fencing.

Mrs. Staebler said there are toys but not lawn ornaments in her yard, and the fencing is green.

The Chairman told Mrs. Staebler that if it was a matter of building materials, the Board would be specific about what they would require.

Mrs. Staebler said she was forced to take down part of her house to comply with the building code, and that forced the play area to the front yard.

The Chairman said Mr. Dorfi and Mr. Romeo were his neighbors in the past, and he never found them to be difficult.  He said he was just asking Mrs. Staebler to be sensitive to her neighbors’ concerns, and Mrs. Staebler said she would be.

Anthony Romeo said he had a good conversation with Mr. Whitelaw when he called his office, but the situation at the Staeblers’ has been going on for 2 ½ years.  Mr. Romeo said he is concerned about aesthetics, and now he was learning that the Staeblers propose a second cut into the stone wall.  He stated that he merely wants the Board to consider the application carefully.  Mr. Romeo said he wanted to know what kind of fence will be employed for the play area, and he commented that he had not known the Staeblers want to create a second story.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Board had expressed Mr. Romeo’s concerns to Mrs. Staebler,   and he commented that beauty is in the eyes of the beholder.  The Chairman stated that if the applicants are not in violation of any building code, the Building Inspector has no authority to deal with a complaint.

Mr. Romeo said the Building Inspector was very nice, but he took a “wait and see” attitude when Mr. Romeo spoke to him about the Staeblers’ property.  He said there was a swing set, then another swing set, then the plastic fence and toys, and then a boat, so he felt the situation was escalating.  

Bruce Thompson said that up until the appearance of the boat, the Staeblers were not in violation of any code.

Mrs. Staebler said the boat has been moved, but Mr. Thompson said it must be stored out of sight and not in any setback.

Mrs. Staebler said she will have the boat moved farther back.

The Chairman said he believed that when Mr. Romeo expressed his displeasure with the plastic fencing and toys, the Building Inspector could not tell the applicants that these things were offensive.  Chairman Kamenstein told Mr. Dorfi that his feelings have been made clear to Mrs. Staebler, and he thinks she will take them to heart.

Mr. Dorfi said he had been away and was unaware of the Staeblers’ plans, and now he was concerned to learn of their intention to put in a second drive.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Staeblers did mail their Notices on time.  

Mr. Dorfi asked what the setback requirement is for the front yard, and the Chairman said the Staeblers are requesting a 6 ft. variance, and he believes they will consider Mr. Dorfi’s feelings.

Mr. Romeo commented that the Notice to Property Owners took so long to reach him that he had no time to look at the plans either.  He said he hopes cars on the Staebler property won’t be parked facing the road.

The Chairman said the Board is sensitive to the need to maintain neighborhood character, and they will consider all the points raised by Mr. Romeo and Mr. Dorfi.

Mr. Browne stated that the Staeblers are building a 2-car garage, so there should be fewer cars parked outside, and the appearance of the property will be improved as well.

Mr. Whitelaw said the property slopes downward to the rear, and landscaping will be implemented also, so the addition will not be very noticeable.

Chairman Kamenstein said he agreed that the renovations and addition will be an improvement.  He noted that there were no further questions and closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly asked if the Board wants a revised site plan showing only one curb cut.

The Chairman said that would not be necessary, as the Board will make it a condition of the resolution that there be only one curb cut.  He stated that the Staeblers may change the existing entrance/driveway, but there may only be one.

Mr. Reilly read a draft resolution.

Motion by:

Patrick Browne

Seconded by:
William Monti

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Browne:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted as requested, with specific condition per discussion and agreement.

HEARING CARRIED OVER

BA08-29 Piedmont Properties, LLC (860-882 Peach Lake Road) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required front yard setback in an R-2 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15. A setback variance of 41 ft. (50 ft. required; 9.5 ft. proposed) is requested in order to construct a barn and residence on an existing, non-conforming foundation.  

BA08-30 Piedmont Properties, LLC (860-882 Peach Lake Road) – Special Permit – For the keeping of up to 4 horses in an R-2 zoning district per Article XIII Section 250-72. 

Walter Hutchins of Piedmont Properties, LLC and Don Rossi, Mr. Hutchins’ attorney, were present.  

Mr. Rossi stated that he wanted to go over some points from past meetings for the record.  He said the subject property sits on the north side of Bloomer Road and is Lot 2-1 of a proposed 3-lot subdivision currently before the Planning Board.  The applicant has a Negative Declaration from the Planning Board, as well as 2 referrals/recommendations also from them.

Mr. Rossi displayed 2 aerial photographs of the area.  On one with the existing creamery and foundation, he also pointed out the driveway of Joelle Mast and Paul Loughran across the street (6 Bloomer Road). On the higher altitude photo, Mr. Rossi pointed out Mr. Hutchins’ property, Peach Lake, Lakeside Field Club and the Mast/Loughran property.  

Mr. Rossi stated that a letter was sent to the ZBA from Salem Golf Club in which they opposed the application.  He said the proposed action will have no affect on the Golf Club.  Mr. Rossi also noted receipt of a letter from Mr. Loughran, and he said he would address some of the issues raised by Mr. Loughran.

Mr. Rossi said the proposed site plan from the first application to the ZBA included a common drive for 2 of the subdivision lots and the barn/apartment structure was l-shaped.  He stated that the plans have been changed a few times.  After the ZBA application hearing in 2007, the site plan was revised to have separate drives for each lot; 2 on Bloomer Road and 1 on Peach Lake Road.  Mr. Rossi explained that this revised plan received a Neg Dec from the Planning Board.

Mr. Rossi stated that his client designed and agreed to a conservation subdivision, with 3, 7+-acre lots and a conservation easement providing pedestrian access to Peach Lake.  The plat also contains building envelopes within which any and all construction on the subdivision lots must be contained.  Mr. Rossi said the plan also shows the limits of disturbance permitted.  He said his client agreed to all these restrictions and also that there may be no further subdivision of the property.  Mr. Rossi said extensive notes describing these limitations are on the plat.

Mr. Rossi said that with this background in mind, the Planning Board focused on Mr. Hutchins’ desire to reconstruct the old barn in an area previously disturbed.  After 3 years of review, the Planning Board reached the decision that the subdivision application was appropriate.

Mr. Monti asked what structures currently exist on the site plan, and Mr. Rossi answered that there is only the creamery.

Chairman Kamenstein stated for the record that the Board received a number of pieces of correspondence relating to the application.  The letters are all part of the permanent public record, and the Chairman listed them:

· Paul Loughran/Joelle Mast, 6 Bloomer Road – opposed.

· Patricia Stanley, 310 Mills Road – opposed.

· Salem Golf Club – opposed.

· Russell Smith, 354 Hawley Road – in favor.

· Anthony and Amy Serra, 3 Bloomer Road – in favor

· Don Rossi, Counsel for the applicant – numerous correspondence.

The Chairman stated that the ZBA does give due weight to the findings of the Planning Board.  He went on to say that the ZBA’s decisions are based on different criteria, but they respect the Planning Board’s time spent reviewing applications and their findings/conclusions. 

Mr. Rossi said Mr. Serra’s letter and one from Joe Savino are of particular importance with regard to neighborhood character.  He explained that Mr. Serra runs the Meccanic Shop and also lives near the subject property.  Mr. Rossi stated that he and his wife have worked to restore their home.  Mr. Rossi stated that Mr. Savino has done a good job locally as well, running 121 Restaurant and North Salem Market.  Mr. Rossi added that the Planning Board actually focuses on many of the same things as the Board of Appeals, including neighborhood character.

Mr. Rossi stated that Mr. Hutchins has agreed to revise his plans again and remove the second story above the creamery (formerly to be a bedroom).  Displaying the revised drawing, he said it illustrates that there will be less total building mass on the road side without the second floor above the creamery.  Mr. Rossi indicated a parking area on the east side of the building that will be at grade with the second floor of barn, pointing out a flight of stairs from the loft area.  Mr. Rossi said the interior layout is not set in stone yet, but there will definitely be no second floor over the creamery.  He stated that the creamery, as an existing non-conforming structure, could be re-built in its present location with no variance.  With the elimination of the second floor above the creamery, the setback of the attached barn will really be about 24 ft.

The Chairman reiterated that a substantial amount of correspondence was received with regard to Mr. Hutchins’ applications.  He stated that Mr. Loughran suggested turning the building so no variance would be required, and he asked Mr. Rossi for a response.

Mr. Rossi said his client does not want to do that.  He explained that it would do nothing to reduce any visual impact, and Mr. Hutchins wants to use an area that is already disturbed.  Mr. Rossi stated that it would require significant cuts to even the grade if the building were to be turned.  He said the Planning Board had no objection to the proposed plan, and Mr. Hutchins wants to use a previously disturbed area with the short end of the building facing the road.

Chairman Kamenstein asked if Mr. Hutchins might consider keeping the creamery where it is and switching the residence to the north end of the barn.    

Mr. Rossi said that would place the taller part of the building closer to the road.

The Chairman said he thought it would be truer to what is there now (creamery) than a residence with lights on inside.  He said it would seem to add value to the building, because it would be more private for the resident to face the pastoral views of the property itself than Bloomer Road.  He said he could not see the advantage to having the apartment facing the road.

Mr. Rossi said there were a lot of design considerations to do with moving horses.  He added that the creamery lends itself to use as a kitchen.  He commented that he and his client have been at numerous meetings, and Mr. Hutchins has reacted to every question/suggestion.   Mr. Rossi said that last year, there was concern about traffic in the driveway.

Chairman Kamenstein said that if Mr. Hutchins had not needed to return to the ZBA, the previous variance would have been a fait accompli, but now the Board has the chance to look at the application again.

Mr. Browne said the Chairman’s suggestion was appropriate because barns are often near the road, and a barn without a lot of lights and windows would be more in keeping with the historical nature of the creamery than a kitchen.  He also commented that with just the kitchen on the first floor, the residents would have to carry their food upstairs.

The Chairman said he thought moving the residence to the other end of the building would make it nicer for the resident, and the horse operation is to the side of the building any way.

Mr. Rossi said the horses will go out at the rear of the building and not at the side.

Chairman Kamenstein said they could just as easily go out at the side, so he didn’t see the need to have the residence at the Bloomer Road end of the building. He said he was just asking questions to try and accommodate the applicant because of the building mass to be located only 9 ft. off the road and to maintain neighborhood character by moving the residential portion so as not to impact the neighbors.  He stated that barns placed near the road are in keeping in with the character of the neighborhood.

Mr. Monti commented that all the turn-out areas are to the right and rear of the building, saying that if the residence is moved to the rear, it will be harder to keep the people and horses separate.  

Mr. Browne asked how the residents would enter the living quarters if they were to arrive by car, and Mr. Hutchins replied that there are 3 entrances including the one with stairs to the parking area.

Mr. Rossi said there is room for a car to turn in at the wall with self-closing gate on the driveway-side of the building.

Mr. Hutchins said that since he has removed the second floor addition to the creamery, the bedroom has been moved to the loft area and so is already not as separate from the barn as it was before.

Mr. Rossi said he thought the building would look better with the residence at the street end rather than with the full 2-story part of the building there.

Mr. Thompson commented that lowering the creamery will expose more building mass.

Mr. Browne said having the barn at the road with the living quarters at the opposite end will look nice and the creamery would be nicer to look at without a lot of windows installed to make it part of the living quarters.

Mr. Rossi reiterated that the mass of the loft area of the barn would be too much, visually, if placed so close to the road.  He agreed that having the living quarters at the rear would be nice, but the building is intended primarily for the keeping of horses which would be more appropriately managed at the rear of the building/farther from the road.

Mr. Browne said he thought the property would have greater real estate value with the living quarters all on one level and at the rear of the building.

The Chairman called on Paul Loughran, who stated that the creamery/barn will be directly across the street from the end of his driveway.  He said he had asked the ZBA to look onto the site from his house, and in the meantime had taken greater notice of the situation himself.  He said he felt the building would have a major visual impact on him.

The Chairman asked Mr. Loughran how he thought the building would impact his house, and Mr. Loughran responded that his driveway is 360 ft. long and heads uphill to his house.

Mr. Loughran said there is a small lot with wetlands owned by the golf course that is only 60 ft. from the creamery.  

The Chairman replied that he was sure the Planning Board considered any possible wetlands issues before issuing a Negative Declaration.

Mr. Loughran asked about the presence of a run-off collection basin near the creamery, but the Chairman told him that the Board members are not engineering experts.  He stated that the Planning Board would have looked into storm water management, runoff, wetlands, etc.

Mr. Loughran said the aerial photo showed a drainage pit, and Mr. Rossi responded that it is a drainage easement/collection area of the subdivision.

The Chairman said the area is on the subdivision plat, so the Planning Board must have determined that this was an appropriate place for the drainage easement.

Mr. Loughran said he felt the building would have less impact if it were pivoted.  He stated that at the last meeting, he requested blue spruces be planted as screening.  The area where the building would pivot to is already mostly clear, so he would still want it screened.  Mr. Loughran added that the County indicated that there might be a problem with a stone wall so close to the road.

Chairman Kamenstein pointed out that if the building were pivoted, it would not require a variance and the Board could not require any screening.  He suggested that having the long side of the building face the road with no trees for screening would have at least as great an impact as what Mr. Hutchins proposes.

Mr. Loughran said he would accept that and plant screening on his own property.

The Chairman commented that the Planning Board must have thought this proposed location would create the least amount of disturbance and damage, as they took care in creating building envelopes, etc. to be specific about management of use of the land.  He reiterated that they must have been considering land disturbance, and he added that pivoting the building would create a view of twice as much of it.  

Mr. Browne commented that it would be necessary to raze the creamery if the building were turned.

Mr. Loughran asked if the Board couldn’t limit the size of the building.

The Chairman said he would like to see the creamery look more the way it used to; for example, with fewer windows.  He stated that Mr. Hutchins has already lessened the visual impact of the building by removing the proposed second story of the creamery, and he thought it would be more appealing for Mr. Loughran to look at than what was originally proposed. He added that the second story removal will also reduce the mass of the building.

Dr. Joelle Mast (Mr. Laughran’s wife) stated that, despite Mr. Rossi’s comments in his August 20 memo, there is a clear view of the creamery from her house because it is up hill.

Chairman Kamenstein reiterated his belief that if the building were moved back 50 ft. but turned sideways, it would be far more noticeable than what is proposed with just the end of the building facing the road.

Dr. Mast said she did not disagree.

The Chairman said he thought all the Members were in agreement that turning the building would be less desirable, and he added that the creamery could remain in its current dilapidated state if it were not to be incorporated into the new building.  He also stated that he didn’t see why Mr. Hutchins would not want to move the dwelling to the rear of the building/away from the road.

Mr. Loughran asked about possible conversion of the barn/apartment to larger living quarters in the future, and the Chairman replied that the Board would not permit this.

Mr. Loughran asked if the Board would limit the apartment to something less than 2 bedrooms.

Chairman Kamenstein said they would not require that, adding that he did not think it was a reasonable request.  He explained that the owner will be able to attract better employees to a position including a larger apartment once the main house is finished, and the living space will already be in existence.  He stated that it would not be equitable to limit the apartment to one bedroom, and it will become an accessory apartment which the Town encourages.  The Chairman commented that restricting the size of the apartment wouldn’t benefit Mr. Loughran in any way, because the size of the building would not change.

Mr. Loughran asked if the Board was considering asking Mr. Hutchins to move the living quarters to the opposite end of the building.

The Chairman admitted he did not know how Mr. Hutchins felt about this.

Mr. Rossi stated that his client wants to leave the building as proposed.

Chairman Kamenstein commented that the exterior stairs on the side of the barn are unattractive, jutting way out.

Mr. Hutchins said the stairs would scarcely be visible from the road, but he offered to replace the handrail with stonework.

Mr. Browne suggested turning the staircase sideways to run alongside the building so it would not stick out so far.

Mr. Hutchins said he might want to expand the width of the parking area if the stairs are to be turned.

The Chairman said he would prefer to see the stairway turned, and Mr. Hutchins said he would do so.

It was agreed that the stairs will run northward along the side of the building (toward Peach Lake).

The Building Inspector asked if any doors would be blocked by turning the stairway.

Mr. Hutchins said there are no other doors on that section of the barn, and Mr. Rossi added that there are no windows lower than the top of the stairs either.  

Mr. Browne asked if there will be a door on the front of the creamery, and the Chairman commented that he wants to see it restored to its original appearance.

Mr. Rossi stated that there is a 3-window design for the front of the creamery.

Chairman Kamenstein said it may have a fake door if that is what Mr. Hutchins wants, but there should be a door.  

Mr. Hutchins asked if the Chairman objected to the clerestory windows, and the Chairman said he did.

Mr. Hutchins offered to reduce the windows by 50%, but the Chairman objected, saying he had a problem with all the talk about preserving the historic creamery being followed by plans to make a lot of changes to it.

The Chairman said that if its appearance is changed a great deal, the creamery’s historic look will not be preserved.  The Chairman further stated that a window in the door would be acceptable, and a window on either side would be alright too, but no additional windows on the front of the creamery would be permitted.    

Mr. Loughran asked that the creamery door be a sliding barn door like what is there now, but the Chairman said the Board would not require that.  He stated that as long as there is a period” door with divided lights on it, it will be good enough, and he added that sliding doors are drafty.

Referring to the east elevation drawing, Mr. Thompson said the labeling is not clear regarding materials to be used.

Mr. Hutchins said cedar shingle is to be used for the roof of the creamery and loft and shiplap siding on the loft and barn. 

Mr. Thompson asked if the roof on the creamery is to stay at the same height, now that the clerestory windows are to be removed.

Chairman Kamenstein said the peak should start at the ridgeline of the existing structure with a pitch of 8 over 10 or 6 over 10/ to its normal stopping point.  He said he believed the clerestory was above the height of the existing creamery, so removing the clerestory will bring the roof eaves down to the stone of the original structure.

Mr. Browne asked if, in fact, the creamery won’t be demolished and re-built using some of the existing stone, and the Chairman said that was possible, but the dimensions are to be kept the same.  

Mr. Hutchins said he will need a 6 in. concrete cap on top of the wall to tie the plates to, and the Chairman responded that that would be fine.

The Building Inspector said the chimney, as shown in the elevation drawings, would probably not meet Code requirements.

Mr. Hutchins said the chimney will only be a flue for the kitchen oven/not for a fireplace.

Mr. Thompson explained that the chimney must be 2 ft. above the creamery roof and 10 ft. out from the loft roof.

The Chairman said he thought the second roof line would be at least 10 ft. away, but Mr. Thompson said he did not think so.  

Mr. Thompson said he wanted to be sure that the Board will accept whatever chimney must be built to meet Code requirements, but the Chairman asked if the requirement would be the same for a chimney that only contains a stove flue.  

The Building Inspector said he was not sure, adding that the chimney may have to be 2 ft. above the ridge line.  

Chairman Kamenstein said that would be fine.

After Mr. Rossi stated that the creamery will be a 14 ft. square, Mr. Thompson said there will be no problem with the chimney’s distance from the barn, but it may have to be taller than pictured.  He asked if the Board wants brick to be used.  

The Chairman said he did, as brick is what the existing chimney is made of.

Mr. Thompson’s last point was the cupolas on top of the barn in the elevation drawings.  He said no dimensions were given.  It was ascertained that the cupolas are to be 4.5 ft. tall.

The Chairman said he was not concerned, and Mr. Browne asked if the Building Inspector won’t be receiving more detailed plans from Mr. Hutchins.  

Chairman Kamenstein said that if the cupolas are built to look as they do on the submitted drawings, he will be happy with that.  He said he did not think the Board needed exact measurements.

The Chairman said the creamery must be as true to its original style/materials as possible (stone with horizontal wood gable). He further stated that the exterior of the barn is to be constructed of the same materials as those submitted to the Board in 2007.

In order to refresh the memories of the Board members and for the information of Mr. Loughran/Dr. Mast, the Chairman asked Mr. Hutchins to state the materials to be used.

Mr. Hutchins said the barn will have a metal roof, and cedar shingle will be used on the loft/living area roof.  Six-in. pine trim will be employed, and the shiplap paneling will have a Benjamin Moore honey-colored preservative.  The trim is to be painted dark green and the metal barn roof will also be green.

Mr. Ivanhoe said he thought the proposal was a big improvement over the appearance of the existing creamery.  Referring to the photo image submitted in 2007, he asked Mr. Hutchins if the trees in the picture are actually present.

Pointing to the picture, Mr. Hutchins said most of the trees are there.  He indicated a couple of trees that were added to the picture.

Chairman Kamenstein asked if any trees are to be removed, and Mr. Hutchins replied that just one tree right next to the existing foundation and stone wall will have to be removed.

Noting there were no further questions or comments, the Chairman closed the public hearing.

 Before Mr. Reilly read it, Mr. Rossi asked if he could look over a draft of the Resolution before it is signed and filed, and the Chairman said he would permit it.

Mr. Reilly read a draft resolution.

Motion by:

William Monti

Seconded by:
Brian Ivanhoe

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Browne:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested, with specific conditions per discussion and agreement.

BA08-30 Piedmont Properties, LLC (860-882 Peach Lake Road) – Special Permit – For the keeping of up to 4 horses in an R-2 zoning district per Article XIII Section 250-72. 

Chairman Kamenstein said all the usual limitations and conditions would be imposed upon this permit, and he asked where the manure dumpster will be placed.

Displaying a site map, Mr. Hutchins showed the Board an area outside the paddock and to the right.  He commented that it will essentially be in the woods.

The Chairman asked for confirmation that the horses are to be kept for personal use only, and Mr. Hutchins said that was correct.

Chairman Kamenstein said smoke and heat detectors with an alarm audible outside the barn must be installed.

There were no questions or comments, and the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly read a draft resolution.

Motion by:

William Monti

Seconded by:
Brian Ivanhoe

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr.  Browne:
Aye

Chairman;

Aye

Special Permit granted, as requested, with specific condition per discussion and agreement.

The Chairman closed the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

__________________________

Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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