MINUTES OF THE
SPRING LAKE PLANNING BOARD
May 8, 2024

The regular meeting of the Spring Lake Planning Board was held on the above date at 7:00 PM in the Municipal Building,
423 Warren Avenue, Spring Lake, NJ.

Chairperson Nicholas Sapnar, called the meeting to order and announced that this meeting is being held in accordance
with the Open Public Meetings Act and adequate notice was published and posted per Chapter 231, P.L. 1975,

The Board Secretary cal[e/d the role for attendance. Present were Joseph Rizzo, Larry lannaccone, Michael Burke, Cindy
Napp, Kathleen McDonough, Thomas Burrus, Bryan Dempsey, Laurie Buckelew, and Nicholas Sapnar.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by lannaccone to approve April 10, 2024 meeting minutes. On a voice vote all Members
voted Aye. None No. Motion carried.

CAL#3-2024 Masini — 319 Pennsylvania

Mark Aikens representing the applicant, John Masini. With the objections of the neighbors, he feels it is best to continue
with the application on a limited basis. Only the architect will be testifying today.

Ben Montenegro, on behalf of Ann Crenshaw 315 Pennsylvania Avenue, had submitted an objection to the notice and
they are not waiving that claim. They claim the notice was inadequate in regards to the variances being requested.
Mr. Aikens stated they have catch-all language and he is comfortable with the notice given.

Timothy Middleton, on behalf of Eric Gilson 200 Fourth Avenue.

Joseph Walker, licensed architect, was sworn in and his credentials were accepted. ltems were marked into evidence.
Mr. Walker compared the lots in the neighborhood and the different sizes and layouts which are conforming & non-
conforming.

Board attorney stated that the testimony so far has been planning testimony and not architectural. Mr. Middleton & Mr. .
Montenegro both stated that the testimony so far has been planning and not architectural. The Board stated they are
accepting anything that helps understand the architectural testimony.

Joseph Walker continued pointing out what the allowable building footprint is which is less than the allowable building
coverage due to the required setbacks. The proposed exterior wall to the 200 Fourth Ave neighbor is very similar to
what is existing now although the buildable area allows them to go significantly closer, so the difference is the addition
of a porch. In speaking about the retaining wall, it was compared to a lot on Ocean Ave to show it ties into the
community which was accepted as testimony. The wall will be used as an architectural hardscape feature which will
allow them to preserve the look of the house to fit into Spring Lake. Top of curb is 6.76’, the first floor heigh
requirement is 13". It is 6-7' above the general ground whereas the typical house is 3-4'.

They will try and preserve the configuration of the covered entry on Penn Ave. There is detached garage in east yard, a
pool located in the south east corner and a covered porch along Fourth Ave. With the porches and dwellings, they are
very close to conforming with building coverage. Because this lot is not 50° wide, they are not given the exemption for
the front porch. The porch & second floor balcony on the Fourth Ave side is proposed a 13’ setback and a 22’ setback to
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the exterior wall. First floor plan includes two covered porches, one small covered entry on the driveway side, small mud
area and bath, utility room, kitchen/dining, hall, entry/foyer, and living area.

Entry porch on Pennsyivania Ave is 6’ x 10’ and Fourth Ave is 9'x20’ wide.

The second-floor plan includes master suite with balcony, laundry, two additional bedrooms and a shared bath. On the
attic level, there is a fourth bedroom with a dormer to accommodate head room for the bath and bedroom.

The mechanical équipment must be above flood elevation, so it will go on top of the detached garage.

Sabrina Eversen, 314 Ocean Rd addressed her concern of drainage. Mr. Walker said that would be addressed hy the
engineer at the next meeting but another reason for the raised grade is to accommodate the drainage system
themselves.

Tom Scelba 313 Pennsylvania Ave asked if the sole purpose of the retaining wall was to deal with the massing of the
building. Mr. Walker said the architectural reason is for the visual identity. Mr. Scelba also asked about raising the grade
to accommodate the storage tank. Mr. Walker stated they are told where the tank has to be but the engineer will
elaborate on that. Mr. Scelba also stated he would agree to the Pennsylvania porch being 6 deep. Mr. Scelba asked if
there are vents on the east side of the garage for the A/C units. Mr. Walker stated it is a solid wall.

Ms. Eversen asked if the fence and the pool wauld be raised two feet as well. Mr. Walker stated yes it would be flush
with that height. The fence sits on top of the retaining wall. The board confirmed in essence it will be 6'.

Ben Montenegro asked Mr. Walker when he was brought on the project. Mr. Walker stated he was brought on after a-
different architect but started with a new design. He did not inherit any design, he is familiar with the existing building,
finish floor is 9.4 and base flood is 10. He is proposing to raise to 13. Mr. Montenegro asked if he was instructed to look
into elevating the home and Mr. Walker confirmed he told to start as new construction, he has reviewed the zoning
ordinance and he did not design a plan to conform.

Mr. Montenegro confirmed with Mr. Walker it is a rectangle lot, 100x75, and there is a clean slate 7500sq foot flat lot to
build on. Mr. Montenegro marked the property record card for 319 Pennsylvania into evidence. He stated the current .
house is approximately 2000 sq feet living space, 4 bed/3bath cape, depth of the home is 23-24’, provides for rear
amenities with 10’ in depth, contains no swimming pool, and no roof top mechanicals. The propasal includes raising the
grade 2’ and adding the retaining wall. The grade change affects the entire lot except the driveway, garage, and portion
of yard between driveway and property to the east. On the Fourth Ave side, the retaining wall and elevated soil is the
entire side of the lot. He also stated not one property on the block has raised grade or retaining walls. The proposed 4’
fence is being placed on the 2’ retaining wall. The patio and the deck wiil go right up to that fence line.

Mr. Montenegro asked about the seasonal high-water table and if it would be a problem with the proposed pool. Mr.
Waiker said he has dealt with it nearby, but the engineer can confirm.

Mr. Montenegro stated when asking for certain variances, part of the presentation should be what was done to mitigate
the variances being asking for. Everything in this plan is contrary to any type of mitigation. They are asking for 19-20
variances.

Mr. Aikens stated they are seeking these variances through coming up with a better planned alternative rather than a
40x40 house that is 9’ from the south property. The testimony tonight was designed to show what is allowed is nat a
better situation.



Mr. Montenegro confirmed with Mr. Walker, the deck and patio around the pool is ground level (2’ elevated). Three
sides of the pool are surrounded by coping and grass.

Mr. Middleton discussed the height of the retaining wall with Mr. Walker. His client (200 Fourth) has a five-foot fence on
his property. With the proposed wall between the two properties, that 5’ fence turns into 3’. With the patio one foot
from the property line, they would be looking right into the back yard.

Mr. Middleton stated he feels Mr. Walker and his client essentially threw out the Spring Lake zoning ordinance when
designing this property. In regards to violating the building coverage, he feels that is a self-created variance. The
proposed property is approximately 100sq feet over.

Mr. Middleton stated his client, Mr. Gilson, prefers a house that is pushed back towards his property which would be
conforming.

Mr. Middleton asked Mr. Walker about the front yard setback. Mr. Walker stated they wanted to keep it aligned with
the neighboring property.

Mr. Middleton confirmed with Mr. Walker it was the client’s preference to have deck and patio 1.7’ from the rear yard
setback and Mr. Walker believes that has minimal impact in that area.

Sara Selsavage, 316 Pennsylvania, asked about the Fourth Ave set back and how it matches the houses on the other
blocks down Fourth Ave, not just the house next door. Mr. Walker could not answer the dimensions of the other houses

but stated they do pose similar issues that this lot has.

Mr. Montenegro stated his client does want to testify, but they would wait until all the professional testimony is
completed.

This application will be carried to the June 12, 2024 meeting.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by Dempsey to adjourn. On a voice vote all Members voted Aye. None No. Motion carried
9:35PM.

Respectfully submitted:

[

Kristina Palangi
Planning Board Secretary




