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TOWN OF POESTENKILL

38 Davis Drive / P.O. Box 210

Poestenkill, NY  12140
               (518) 283-5100 Phone
(518) 283-7550 Fax
       Zoning Board
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
        January 11, 2022 Minutes

(unapproved at time of distribution)
Attendees:                                                                   Non-Voting:                            
 
Frank Burzesi, Chairman



Nicole Heckelman 


 
Tim Hoffay
Paul Jamison

Kevin McGrath

Susan Kalafut, Alternate











 
Chairman Burzesi called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm with the Pledge of Allegiance.
Minutes:

Meeting minutes of December 14, 2021 were reviewed. Motion to accept the minutes was made by Member Heckelman, seconded by Member Jamison and approved by a vote of five (5) ayes, zero (0) nays and zero (0) abstentions. 
Public Hearing – April Dennis 116 Plank Road:
After Chairman Burzesi read the hearing notice, Ms. Dennis and her architect, Shane Gavitt, presented their proposal for the site. A neighbor, Mr. George Drew, 118 Plank Road, appeared to support the proposed building. Another neighbor, Mr. Harold Cooper, 110 Plank Road, had questions regarding the setback from the road. After reviewing the plans, Mr. Cooper noted “I’m good with that.” As there were no further comments from the public, Chairman Burzesi moved to close the public meeting.

Member Jamison moved to approve a 40-foot setback where 50 feet is required and to allow a 0.4-acre lot where a one (1) acre is required. Chairman Burzesi seconded the motion. Member McGrath questioned the need to approve a variance of the lot size as there was a home previously situated on this site. After review of the Code, it was decided that the variance was needed and the variance was approved by a vote of five (5) ayes, zero (0) nays and zero (0) abstentions.

All voting members completed the Area Variance Findings and Decision form for this application.

After considering all of the mandatory area variances factors, Board Member Heckelman voted to approve the variance giving the following reasons for this decision:


1}  Whether undesirable change would be produced in character of neighborhood or a  


        detriment to nearby properties: - No, the house is in line with the other properties in 


the neighborhood.

2}   Whether benefit sought by applicant can be achieved by a feasible alternative to the     

                    Variance: - Yes, house can be moved back. 

3}   Whether the requested variance is substantial:  -No, from 50ft to 40ft  - 10%

4}   Would the variance have an adverse impact on the physical or environmental  
                    conditions in the neighborhood:  - No, the other house burnt.  Bought property from 


tax sale.  


5}   Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created:  - Yes, house can be moved back, 


septic system in the back of the house and wants to keep machinery off the septic 


system.



The Benefit to the Applicant has no Detriment to the neighborhood.  

After considering all the mandatory area variance factors, Board Member McGrath voted to approve the variance giving the following reasons for this decision:


1}   Whether undesirable change would be produced in character of neighborhood or a      

                     detriment to nearby properties: - No, proposed dwelling in line with neighborhood 


properties.

2}   Whether benefit sought by applicant can be achieved by a feasible alternative to the 

                    variance: - Yes, house can be moved back but the septic system would be very close 


to rear of house.

3}   Whether the requested variance is substantial: - No, from 50ft to 40ft - 10% 

4}   Would the variance have an adverse impact on the physical or environmental   

                   conditions in the neighborhood: - No, house is approximately same location as old 


house. Its moved back from old location.

5}   Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created: - Yes, house could be moved.


The Benefit to the Applicant has no Detriment to the neighborhood.

After considering all the mandatory area variance factors, Chairman Burzesi voted to approve the variance giving the following reasons for this decision:


1}   Whether undesirable change would be produced in character of neighborhood or a
                   detriment to nearby properties: - No, the variance would allow for the house to fit in 


the existing neighborhood.

2}   Whether benefit sought by applicant can be achieved by a feasible alternative to the

                   Variance: - Yes, but it would/maybe too close to the septic.

3}   Whether the requested variance is substantial: - No, I do not believe the variance is 


substantial, as the lots in that area are similar in size and setback. 

4}   Would the variances have an adverse impact on the physical or environmental 

                   conditions in the neighborhood: - No, no adverse impact.

5}   Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created: - Yes



The Benefit to the Applicant has no Detriment to the neighborhood.

After considering all of the mandatory area variance factors, Board Member Jamison voted to approve the variance giving the following reasons for this decision:


1}  Whether undesirable change would be produced in character of neighborhood or a 

                  detriment to nearby properties: - No, this house will require a similar sized house 


previously located on the lot. The house will be in line with the neighboring  


properties.

2}  Whether benefits sought by applicant can be achieved by a feasible alternative to the 

                   
variance: - No, the lot was created prior to zoning.

3}   Whether the requested variance is substantial: - Yes, 50% on the area, 20% on the 


setback.

4}   Would the variance have an adverse impact on the physical or environmental     

                 
 conditions in the neighborhood: - No, foreseeable environmental impact.

5}  Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created: - Yes, its not required to build a 


house, but it seems perfectly reasonable.



The Benefit to the Applicant has no Detriment to the neighborhood.

After considering all of the mandatory area variance factors, Board Member Hoffay voted to approve the variance giving the following reasons for this decision:


1}  Whether undesirable change would be produced in character of neighborhood or a

                 
detriment to nearby properties: - No, residential home to be constructed and in 


line with existing homes.

2}  Whether benefits sought by applicant can be achieved by a feasible alternative to the 

                  
 variance: - No, restricted by existing lot size.

3}  Whether the requested variance is substantial: - Yes, .4 acres, 1 acre required. Front 


set back 50ft to 40ft

4}  Would the variance have an adverse impact on the physical or environmental 

                
conditions in the neighborhood:  No, home to be built on vacant lot that 



previously had a residential structure.

5}  Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created: - Yes, desire to build a residential 


home on an undersized lot per code. 


The Benefit to the Applicant has no Detriment to the neighborhood.

Discussion:
Members were reminded to review the 2022 attendance schedule for Town Board and Planning Board meetings and to advise Chairman Burzesi of any conflicts. Town Board member June Butler advised the ZBA that there is a new town attorney, Andy Gilchrist, who will also be advising the ZBA.  A candidate, Stephanie Volkmann, has been selected to serve as the clerk to both the Planning and Zoning Boards.
A motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:05 pm was made by Member Jamison, seconded by Member McGrath and was approved with five (5) ayes, zero (0) nays and zero (0) abstentions.
Respectfully submitted,
Susan Kalafut
Alternate ZBA Member
On Behalf of Tiffany Buker, ZBA Clerk
