MINUTES OF THE
SPRING LAKE PLANNING BOARD
November 13, 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 called the rcle for attendance. Present were Joseph Rizzo, Larry lannaccone, Michael Burke, Cindy
Napp, Lisa DeBerardine, Kathleen McDonough, Thomas Burrus, Bryan Dempsey, Stuart Patterson, Lori Buckelew, and
Nicholas Sapnar.

Motion by Sapnar, secanded by DeBerardine to approve October 9, 2024 meeting minutes. On a voice vote all Members
voted Aye. None No. Burke, Napp, Dempsey abstained. Motion carried.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by DeBerardine to approve RESO#19-2024 Sweeney, 515 Brighton. On a voice vote all
Members voted Aye. None No. Burke, Napp, Dempsey abstained. Motion carried.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by DeBerardine to dismiss without prejudice CAL&3-2024 Masini, 319 Pennsylvania Ave. On
a voice vote all Members voted Aye. None No. Motion carried.

CAL#12-2024 Yapaola — 201 Second Ave

Michael R. Rubino Jr., representing the applicant, marked items into evidence, The applicant is here for his property at
201 Second Ave, an undersized corner ot in the R-2 zone. He would like to demolish the current house and re-build.
They would like the front of the house on Ocean Rd. The house would violate the setbacks on Ocean Rd & Second Ave.
The Detached garage also requires variances for setbacks to the property lines and distance to the house.

Mr. Yapaola rented 201 Second Ave and ended up buying the property. His family will come together at the house which
now requires some more space. The view from the house is really on the Ocean Rd side, so they would iike to have their
front of the house facing that way.

Mary Hearn, licensed architect, was sworn in and credentials were accepted by the board. Every room in the current
house is too small. The depth of the lot and it being a corner lot has caused the hardship. The applicant would like a
covered porch to have the water view, a house appropriately sized for five bedrooms, and a detached two-car garage.
The new proposed driveway is on the north side of the property off Second Ave. That allows a longer driveway and also
allows a grade patio with a view of the water, :

The first floor of the proposed home will include kitchen/family/dining area with a fire place, one bedroom, a mudroom
with an entrance, pantry, & elevator. The elevator will be accessible from grade and every level of the house. The
covered porch is proposed to be 13’ & 17’ with the steps at 11.5°. Since the property is in a flood zone, a lot of steps are
required. Second floor is proposed four bedrooms, three bathrooms, a laundry closet, stair, elevator, and two balconies
that face the water. The half story will have a loft for a common area, bathroom, elevator, and balcony that faces the
water.

There will be parking for four cars total, one in the garage and three in the driveway. The A/C units will be on the roof of
the garage facing West and screened.




Variances requested:
Principle FYS to South 13 to porch, 25 to home proposed, 25 required
Principie RYS 27’ to porch 33’ to home proposed, 35 required
Garage SYS 3.5 proposed 6’ required
Garage RYS 3.5 proposed &' required
Garage distance to principle structure 9.5’ proposed, 20’ required
Principle Building Coverage 27.3% proposed, 25% allowed
Secend floor FYS to East 25’ proposed, 30’ required

Nancy Pugliese asked why the driveway has to move to Second Ave as she has safety concerns with the school being so
close.

Jim Mcglauglin asked if there will be a buffer or fence put up where the current line of trees are. There is a possibility of
a fence as long as it does not go into the front yard.

Mary Hearn confirmed the hardship for this application is the shape, shallowness, and location of the lot. They are also
improving some existing non-conformities.

Alexis Otto (Second Ave} lives directly across the street from the applicant’s property. He feels it's a large house for the
lot size and does not agree with moving the driveway to Second Ave and remove the mature trees.

Penny Rea (118 Pennsylvania Ave) believes if the driveway moves to Second Ave, she will lose her view and some sun
into her home.,

Jim McLaughlin {Pennsylvania) says there will be an issue getting in and out of the driveway early in the morning and in
the afternoon when school is beginning and ending for the day.

In discussion, if the board grants the variance for the porch in the front yard setback, they do not allow anything to be
built above the porch, which would need to eliminate the second-floor balconies. The applicants would agree to take off
the 12’ depth portion of the porch and the second-floor balconies. They do not believe moving the driveway to Second
Ave would have any real detriment to the public.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by DeBerardine to go into caucus. On a voice vote all Members voted Aye. None No.
Motion Carried.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by Patterson to come out of caucus. On a voice vote all Members voted Ayre. None No.
Motion Carried.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by DeBerardine to approve the application understanding that the front porch wiil be
reduced, balconies over the porch will be eliminated, and a fence buffer will be provided on the north side of the
property. On a roll call vote Board Members Rizzo, lannaccone, Burke, Napp DeBerardine, McDonough, Burrus, Dempsey
and Sapnar voted Aye. None No. Motion carried.

CAL#4-2024 Blue Sunsets 18 Madison, LL.C ~ 18 Madison Ave
Mayors Designee and Councilwomen have stepped down. They do not participate in Use Variances.

Michael R. Rubino Jr. marked items into evidence! The applicant originally asked for variances for additions to the house
and a pool. With objections from the neighbors, they did remove the addition to the house. They are only asking for Use
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Variance for the swimming pool. On the zoning application for the pool, it was listed as a single-family dwelling when in
fact there are living quarters above the garage. Adding a pool to a two-dwelling property, requires a Use Variance.

Alison Coffin, Edwin Mclaughin, Mark Pavliv, and Stephen Brooks were sworn in for testimony.
Brian Griffin, O’Toole & Scrivo, is representing a neighbor and objects to multiple parts of this application.

Edwin McLaughlin has been connected to Spring Lake his entire life. He has finally landed at 1603 Ocean after renovating
the property. He bought 18 Madison about three years ago, renovated the interior of the main house enlarging the
kitchen and some cosmetic changes to the garage apartment. The utilities for the garage apartment come directly from
the house, there are no separate services. The applicant currently rents the house and stipulates they will not rent the
garage apartment separately.

The applicant always planned on putting a pool in when he purchased this house. He secured zoning & construction
permits for the pool. The pool was built and used. When his project manager went to speak to the zoning officer about
the additon they wanted to do to the main house, it was brought to their attention there was a probiem with the pool
approvals. The misinformation on the zoning permit was a mistake and not intentional.

Mr. Griffin cross examined Edwin McLaughlin. He guestioned who obtained the Certificate of Occupancy during the sale
and where the CO goes once its obtained. Mr. McLaughlin keeps it in a file in regards to the property. Mr. Mclaughlin
also confirmed he was not involved in the submittal of the zoning applications. Since all documentation and check
writing goes through the entity Blue Sunsets LLC, that is why they are on the permits. Mr. McLaughlin creates an entity
for each property per the advice of his council and has built approximately 10 houses under these LLCs. He has worked
with commercial real estate services when he built his company and has now been fortunate enough to build homes and
develop them. Mr. Griffin confirmed with Mr. McLaughlin the property was rented over the summer and the renters
were able to occupy the pool. They have not received anything from the town stating they had to stop the use.

Mr. Brooks has been in the construction business a little over 20 years. He worked for developers, on his own, and for
the past 5 years has worked for Blue Sunsets. They have built three ground-up homes, two renovations, and currently in
the middle of a new home in Rumson. He is the project manager which includes bidding the jobs, budgets, permit
approvals, etc. In regards to 18 Madison, Mr. Brooks was involved in the renovation and pool install. He submitted the
zoning application for the pool. He stated the current use was “SFD” and was a mistake and did not know he was
exacerbating a non-conforming condition. Offshore Pools submitted the construction application and all final inspections
were performed and passed.

Mr. Griffin cross examined Stephen Brooks. Confirmed Mr. Brooks is responsible for submitted zoning applications,
plans, and overseeing Offshore Pools. The pool company scheduled all inspections for the pool. Mr. Brooks believes the
size of the pool stated on the building permit is the size of the water and does not include the coping.

Mark Pavliv, licensed architect, was qualified to testify. He was asked to look into the historic nature of the property. He
was able to identify in 1890 the current garage was a two-story carriage house. They went over aerial photographs that
show the garage is an existing non-conforming use that has been around forever.

Mr. Griffin asked Mr. Pavliv what year the shed area was removed. Mr. Pavliv said sometime between 1905 -1930. He
also stated that back to 1890 the second story was used as a dwelling unit.

Alison Coffman, licensed planner, was qualified to testify. The present property has a pre-existing non-conforming use
and expanding anything on property requires a D2 variance. Her opinion is there is enough reason to grant the use
variance and there is no detriment to the public. The nature of the expansion is quite limited, it is a typical accessory




use, no new living space is created, there is no increase in living area, and there is no increase or impact to parking on
the property.

Mr. Griffin asked Alison Coffman about ordinance 225-29 which relates to inground swimming pools. A copy of that
ordinance was marked into evidence. The ordinance states no pool shall be located closer than ten feet to the rear wall
of the dwelling. The survey states its 8.9' to the garage. Ms. Coffman states the pool still satisfies the criteria to grant the
variance.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by DeBerardine to carry this application to December 11, 2024 meeting. No further notice
required. On a voice vote all members voted Aye. None No. Motion Carried.

Motion by Sapnar, seconded by McDonough to adjourn. On a voice vote all Members voted Aye. None No. Motion
carried. 11:02PM

Respectfully submitted:

A

Kristina Palangi
Planning Board Secretary




