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November 4, 2013
4400 New Jersey Avenue
Wildwood, NJ 08260
The meeting of the Wildwood Panning/Zoning Board of Adjustment was called to order on September 2, 2013, by Chairman Porch at 6:00 PM at Wildwood City Hall, 4400 New Jersey Avenue, Wildwood, NJ.
Chairman Porch led the Pledge of Allegiance.
Chairman Porch read the Open Public Meetings Act.
Roll Call:  
Present:  Timothy Blute, Carol Bannon, Anthony Leonetti, Daniel Dunn, Joseph Spuhler, Elizabeth Hargett, Dorothy Gannon, Jason Hesley, Todd Kieninger and Chairman Michael Porch.
Absent: Mark Richardson, Denise Magilton, 
Also present: Ms. Elaine Flounders, Mrs. Jeanne Kilian, Mr. William Kaufmann and Mr. Ray Roberts.
NEW BUSINESS:
Remington and Vernick’s Presentation for Preliminary Rehabilitation Investigation presented by Mr. Stuart Wiser.  
Mr. Wiser introduced himself and explained that he is a licensed planner in the State of New Jersey, tasked with the assignment of a preliminary investigation for the city to research if areas of the city are in need of rehabilitation. 
Mr. Wiser explained, that sections of the city are in deteriorating conditions and it was not likely that the private sector would update.  Mr. Wiser explained in detail the statutory criteria of the Redevelopment Law.  
A copy of Mr. Wiser’s full presentation is on file in the 2013 Planning and Zoning files.  Mr. Wiser’s findings included the following: 
- The city of Wildwood in certain areas, has conditions that qualify for rehabilitation under the Redevelopment Law because (1) more than half of the homes in the 88 blocks of the city are at least 50 years old, (2) Environmental contamination has discouraged improvements and investment in the Bayside Redevelopment area, (3) The water and sewer infrastructure servicing all of significant parts of the city are at least 50 years old and in need of repair. 
In addition, the State Officials have designated that (1) a large portion of the city is an Urban Enterprise Zone, and (2) The city as a whole is listed as the 29th most distressed municipality in the State of New Jersey.  
Mr. Wiser explained that due to the results of the findings the information concludes that the overall conditions and requirements of the city of Wildwood validate a need for rehabilitation.  

Mr. Kieninger asked if the “white” areas in the presentation were areas of need of rehabilitation.  Mr. Wiser responded yes.  He also stated that the next steps is to create a redevelopment plan which will tackle different requirement needs and how to address those needs.  He commented that if the board made a finding that the entire city was in need of rehabilitation the city can work to allocate grant funds to help with the deteriorating areas.  
Mr. Porch complimented Mr. Wiser on his presentation.  He explained that he had concerns of the public.  He also asked what the process is moving forward such as if there was a public process if the Planning and Zoning Board was to approve the preliminary findings of the Redevelopment Plan.
Mr. Wiser explained that if the plan was approved a Redevelopment Plan would need to be developed and explained that Eminent Domain would not be part of the process.  
Mrs. Gannon explained that she had concerns because in the former Urban Renewal Plan homes were taken over and torn down.  Mr. Wiser explained that this would not be the case, rather if homes were to be affected it would be through private developers offering to purchase to tear down and rebuild.  Mr. Wiser also explained that towns can urge private owners to do improvements and offenders can be targeted through code enforcement.  
Mrs. Gannon stated that those same steps are in place now and are not being followed yet when the city accepts grant monies the city will be tied into rules of the grants which will cause issues for residents.  Elizabeth Hargett commented that grant rules may be tailored to find a way to do improvements without a master plan.  
Mrs. Gannon expressed that she has concerns with the ramifications after approving.  
Mr. Porch feels that Mrs. Gannon’s concerns are valid and that a public hearing following the meeting will allow the public to gain the concerns of the community. 
Motion: Todd Kieninger
Second: Timothy Blute
All were in favor with the exception of Dorothy Gannon who voted no.   

2. Key Motel Application # 14-13Z Attorney: Ron Gelzunas
Mr. Porch asked Daniel Dunn and Commissioner Leonetti to leave the room as they were not permitted to vote on the application. 
Three witnesses were sworn in by Mr. William Kauffmann
Marc Jones: Manager and Owner
Roger Anderson: Roger Anderson is the Engineering Project Manager 
James Clancy: Professional Planner/Engineer
Mr. Gelzunas explained that the area of Rio Grande is under redevelopment with the addition of the new Wildwood mini gold course as well as changes to area properties including the old Blockbuster building, the Mr. D’s area and his client is looking to do the same with the proposed plans for the Key Motel. He explained that Rio Grande is the gateway into town that his client is looking to support.   He described the current color of the building as a purple color and in deteriorating conditions.  
Mr. Porch asked have all witnesses sworn in at once for expediency sake.  Mr. Kaufmann asked Mr. Roberts his concerns regarding the building height in which Mr. Roberts confirms the height is fine and Mr. Kaufmann explained that the applicant is seeking variances for density, expansion of a non-conforming use and a waiver for parking spaces and signage.  
Mr. Jones was asked to speak after being sworn in.  He described himself as being in the hotel and hospitality industry for over thirty years.  He stated that he purchased the motel because it is the worst looking motel in the area and he wanted to take on a challenge to rehab the property to help improve the area as well as provide a new motel for families.  Mr. Jones explained that he took over the building on July 1st, 2013.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked Mr. Jones to describe what he had found upon obtaining the building.  Mr. Jones explained that he found most of the units were empty or had residents under Section 8 and found drug paraphernalia on the grounds.  Upon finding these conditions he had the tenants removed with exception of one man who was elderly and recently ill in the hospital.  He was working to have the man relocated to suitable accommodations.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked Mr. Jones the type of people he rented to this past summer season.  Mr. Jones explained that he had rented to families this past summer looking to rent for vacation.  After the season ended, he had inquiries for Section 8 rentals that he declined. He explained that the previous owner lived on the premises year round and accepted the vouchers.  
Mr. Anderson then spoke to explain the existing conditions of the property.  He explains that the structure has ten spaces for the units and managers office.  For the parking off New Jersey and Leaming Avenues the proposed plans are to expand the property to the secondary street.  He explains that on the Leaming side they propose to take the fence and clean up the concrete, side walk and will add street parking space.  He explained that the sidewalk currently has a depressed curb and the plans propose to add landscaping, remove some concrete to increase the drainage.  
Mr. Anderson explains that the building currently has 10 units and ne managers unit and they are proposing to increase the number of units to 18 with a managers unit.  Mr. Anderson explains the manager’s quarters on the plan as a multi-unit residence.  Mr. Jones explains that the extra room is for his children and that the bathroom in the sketch was incorrect.  Mr. Kaufmann asked if an additional bathroom was being added in which Mr. Anderson stated no.  
Mr. Anderson explained that the tenant occupying the residence at the time of his inspection would not allow him the time to thoroughly review and measure the area and therefore affected the accuracy of the drawing.  
Mr. Porch explained to the applicant that there needs to be 1.8 parking spaces per unit to avoid an impact on the surrounding neighborhood.  Mr. Kaufmann asked Mr. Anderson to confirm the number of proposed parking spaces for the Motel.  Mr. Anderson stated that 18 spaces will be off street parking and the manager will purchase a year round parking permit to be able to park off street during the season.  Mr. Kaufmann asked if the manager will agree to purchase the permit as a condition of the approval.  Mr. Jones confirmed that he would do so.  
Mr. Anderson then proceeded to describe the site plans labeled A2 which shows the proposed plans for each floor.  He explained the room 104 would have a minor change which is described as a single frame unit that would be rotated ninety degrees to allow access to the parking at the rear of the building and would improve the quality of the structure.  He also explained that the second floor would remain basically the same with exception of rooms 207 and 208 being adjusted and rotated.  He stated that the third floor would mirror the second floor.
Mr. Gelzunas asked Mr. Anderson to give a description of the height.  Mr. Anderson explained that the height zoning restriction was 35’ and the building would finish at 32’ three feet lower.  He also explained that the building would not exceed the height of the neighboring condominium.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked Mr. Anderson to describe the trash and recycling.  Mr. Anderson stated that the trash and recycling would be maintained in cans along the north property line and would be taken out through the alley way. 
Mr. Gelzunas asked Mr. Anderson to describe the Doo Wop features.  Mr. Anderson explained that the hotel was built during that original time frame and they would not be changing in the structure style yet the building would be painted in a teal color and the railings would be constructed in a Doo Wop theme.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked about the signage.  Mr. Anderson replied that the signage would remain the same and just needed minor repairs basically remaining unchanged.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked about spaces 7, 8 and 9 on the plans regarding their length and if cars encroached onto the side walk this past season when cars parked into those spaces.  Mr. Jones answered no.  Mr. Anderson stated that they would like to consider asking for a waiver to have the spaces painted at 18ft versus 20ft so that the lines would not encroach onto the sidewalk.  
Mr. Gelzunas then asked Mr. Clancy to speak regarding the positive aspects of the improvements of the motel.  Mr. Clancy described that the enhancements and master plan help to promote the area as a recreational dwelling facility.  He states that the since it is one of the first motels seen upon entering the city, the new appearance will help tourism in Wildwood.  
Mr. Gelzunas then asks what the negative criteria would be as a result of the project.  Mr. Clancy replied that he sees none.  He stated that the project will have a positive impact on the area.  He states that the building complies with the height in a commercial zone and will have the right number of parking spaces.  Therefore the positives outweigh the negatives in this application.  
Mr. Porch asked Mr. Roberts if there were any points that the applicant has not discussed.  Mr. Roberts replied regarding the county concerns.  Mr. Gelzunas confirmed that the applicant has applied for county approval and is in discussions with the county and will comply with the county’s requests.  
Mr. Kaufmann explained that despite any approvals by the board, if the county concerns are not addressed the approval will not stand.  The applicant will need to verify that there is no encroachment agreement needed and if so, they will need to take measures to get the agreement.  
Mr. Roberts asked for the actual dimensions for parking spaces 7, 8 and 9 in which Mr. Anderson confirmed 8’x20’.  Mr. Roberts suggested that if the spaces were 8’x18’ then an encroachment would not be an issue and would need a waiver to do so since the requirement is 20’ for the parking space length.  
Mr. Roberts then asked about the lighting fixtures on the premises that should have a .3 maximum lightening. Mr. Clancy confirmed that 1ft candles and 6ft stockade fence will be used on the premises for lightening improvements in addition to the replacement of the depressed curb.  
Mr. Roberts explained that he would require a final inspection by Remington and Vernick board engineer’s for the driveway apron updates.  He would also need revised floor plan approval to reflect changes to give the correct existing and proposed.  
Mr. Hesley asked what the pool building was used for currently.  Mr. Hesley was proposing if it is knocked down would it create more space for parking?  Mr. Jones explained that the pool building is used for the last nine years as a unit and that the building will be emptied and be used as storage.  Mr. Porch asked for confirmation that there would not be used as a rental unit.  Mr. Jones confirmed that the pool building would not be used for rental.  
Mr. Porch stated that pending approval the pool building would not be used as a rental unit to the public.  
Mr. Kaufmann explained in detail for the board the variances and waivers that were being requested by the applicant.  Applicant is seeking D2 and D5 variances in addition to waivers for parking and signage.  
Motion:  Todd Kieninger
Second: Timothy Blute
All in favor.  
Motion: Timothy Blute
Second: Dorothy Gannon
All in favor. 

3. Calmsea Properties: Application #11-13Z 
Mr. Ron Gelzunas, Esquire
Mr. Tony Cebo, Owner
Mr. Jay Zichovich, Planning Expert
Mr. Gelzunas explained that the applicant is looking for additional parking adding one more layer.  Issue is the set back with vertical intrusion with no horizontal expansion with Doo Wop renovation.  
Mr. Jovica Zivkovitch explained his credentials to be deemed as an expert witness.  
Mr. Gelzunas explained that the town has an ongoing parking problem and the applicant is looking to build parking to help solve the issue.  The applicant currently is renting space from the city to provide adequate parking to his clientele.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked Mr. Zivkovitch to explain the plans for the parking addition to cover the intrusion issue for the area of disturbance on exhibit A12.  He explains that under the foundation they will be adding soil to prevent disturbance.  He explained that the EPA will be retained and the applicant will comply with regulations.  
Mr. Zivkovitch explained that there were seven dedicated spaces on the first floor on the Oak Avenue side near the main entrance that are regular width and will have a raised curb on Cedar and Oak Avenues.  In addition railing will be added as well and Mr. Zivkovitch shares a sample of the railing materials with the board.  
Mr. Zivkovitch explains that a light system of red and green lights will be used in the lot for entry and exit of the parking facility on the first floor.  He stated that the public would not have access to the second and third floors that would be reserved for tenants of the hotel.  
Mr. Zivkovitch explained exhibit A1 that certain spaces in the lot would be smaller to accommodate compact vehicles and is looking for a waiver to reduce the size of the parking spaces listed as fourteen  8’x16’ spaces and the rest would be 9’x18’. 
Mr. Gelzunas asked for explanation of the support for the second floor of the parking garage to support the added floor.  Mr. Zivkovitch explained that new beams would be added to be placed across the second floor deck.  He also confirmed for Mr. Gelzunas that this parking addition would help to promote recreational use in the area, will free up parking for neighboring businesses.  He confirmed his opinion that this parking addition will not create any detriment to the public.  
Mr. Gelzunas asked about the lighting and open space of the design.  Mr. Zivkovitch explained that the air, light and open space would be adequate based on the design.  
Mr. Porch asked if any members of the public would like to speak.  Mr. Wally Lero, 3320 Atlantic Avenue, neighbor. Spoke to explain that the area needed additional parking and that he supported the applicant in the project and stated he felt it was a good opportunity that would not affect him at all and he feels the board should grant the approval.
Mr. Kaufmann explained the details of the applicant’s requests in detail asking for preliminary and final site approval as well as a waiver for size of parking spaces.  
Motion: Jason Hesley
Second: Anthony Leonetti
All in favor.

4. Brendan Sciarra Application: 15-13Z
Attorney:  Anthony Monzo, Esquire
Mr. Monzo explained that it is the applicant’s intention to have an expansion of the Mr. D’s building and will be demolishing the adjacent residential deteriorating buildings to create a patio space with a connecting awning that extends the appearance of the front of the building.  Mr. Monzo explained that his client is seeking set-back variances and a parking waiver since the current parking requirement is not satisfied.  
Mr. Porch asked to have all witnesses sworn in by Mr. William Kaufmann.  Mr. Brian Newswanger, Architect and Mr. Brendan Sciarra, Owner were both sworn in by Mr. Kaufmann.  
Mr. Newswanger explained his background of training and years of employment to be considered as an expert to the board.  
A description of the variances being sought by the applicant were described by Mr. Monzo including rear yard setback, parking issue, well as existing non-conforming issues of lot size and addition of rear handicap bathrooms.  
Mr. Newswanger explained that the design is an open patio with a canopy that will remain open.  The design was slightly modified based upon the Board Engineer’s request.  He described that the back of the area would have handicap bathrooms with 10.5’ setbacks.
The existing parking spaces for the building is eight meter spaces as well as eight non metered spaces on site for a total of sixteen spaces yet the code is seventeen.  
Mr. Monzo had revised plans that were submitted as exhibit A1.  It was explained by Mr. Newswanger that the underutilized building in the commercial district with residential units will now become all commercial with the tear down of the building and the addition of a patio area and canopy that will unify the front of the building.  Mr. Monzo asked Mr. Newswanger the negative impacts for this project and he responded he did not see any negative.  Mr. Monzo asked to describe the positive impact in which he stated that the updates would be an improvement for the area.  
Mr. Newswanger then described in detail the aspects of the new design including the water run-off.  He also explained the current parking situation for the location to include eight metered spaces as well as addition non-metered spaces. Mr. Newswanger explained that the other businesses in the area would not be operating during the hours that the take out service will be operating to help with the existing parking issue.  
Mr. Kaufmann asked whether the plans having ten tables would be submitted as the actual table count due to the parking issue.  If additional tables were added it would create the need for additional parking accommodations.  Mr. Spuhler commented that it was his opinion based upon his experience as a restaurant manager, that the board should not hold Mr. Sciarra to the tale count on the plan based upon changing business needs.  Mr. Monzo explained that the table layout was for seating of the take out service and would not have waitress service.  
Mr. Porch asked Mr. Roberts to address any outstanding concerns.  Mr. Roberts asked for clarification regarding the mulch being used on the property as well as the fencing.  
Mr. Newswanger explained that the fencing would be 6’ vinyl fencing and would adhere to the current regulations.  Mr. Roberts inquired regarding the overhang since the municipal code is 3.6’.  Mr. Newswanger explained that the overhang will be reduced by 30” to stay within the code.  
Mr. Sciarra spoke to explain that the outside area would not have table service and would have a time limit for lightening and intercom to be considerate of the neighbors surrounding.  Mr. Porch explained that there is no loud music and needed a decibel limit on the intercom after 10PM.  Mr. Sciarra explained that he did not have intentions of having live music in this area and he would follow the ordinance for outside noise.  
Mr. Roberts asked about the elevation of the canopy and the support system relating to the elements and season.  Mr. Sciarra stated that he did not have plans on the actual canopy specs to date.  
Resident, Jim Batista, nearby neighbor of the building spoke in regards to the structure being very close to his bedroom windows and he had concerns about the outdoor seating having view of his windows and noise.   Mr. Sciarra stated that he will adjust the set back and will plant mature trees to help block the noise and create privacy for Mr. Batista’s home.    Mr. Batista also voiced his concerns regarding the trash and the smell that he currently deals with the owner of Mr. D’s.  .  Mr. Sciarra stated that he would create an 8’x8’ fenced area to conceal the trash containers and will cover the top of the contained area to try to help with the odor.  
A second neighbor, Ursula Luciano spoke regarding similar concerns and added the parking may increase the water run-off onto her property.   Mr. Sciarra explained that the plans will allow the water to run off into the street and not onto the property.  
A third resident, owner of Kona Sports and father of the applicant, Mike Sciarra spoke to explain that he supports Mr. Sciarra project as it helps with the revitalization of the district.  He stated that his son has intentions to help improve the area.  He stated that the code enforcement should have been contacted prior to this meeting to deal with the trash and odor issues, and his son has intentions to improve these issues.  Mr. Sciarra also felt that the city of Wildwood needs to be in support of the Rio Grande business district as a means to attract year round business.  
Mr. Porch asked for a motion to approve the applicant requests for variances and waivers as described by Mr. Kaufmann.  
Motion: Joseph Spuhler
Second: Daniel Dunn
All were in favor.  


4. Approval of all Minutes from October 2013.
Motion:	Timothy Blute
Second:	Joseph Spuhler
All were in favor.



5. Memorializing Resolutions 
1. Memorializing Resolution for App # 10-13P Mary Allen and Richard Wade.
Motion: Timothy Blute
Second: Dorothy Gannon	
All in favor


Meeting adjourned at 9:10 PM
The preceding minutes are a summary of events that occurred during this meeting on the above mentioned date in compliance with New Jersey State Statute 40:55D, 2-7-6. These minutes are not nor are they intended or represented to be a verbatim transcription taken at 
