Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes – December 2, 2014 meeting


Dubuque County Zoning Board of Adjustment
Minutes of December 2, 2014 

Chairperson Pat Hickson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
A. ROLL CALL: Members Present: Pat Hickson, Ron Koppes, Darlene Burds, Tom Kuhle, and Connie Nolan. Staff  Present:  Anna O’Shea & Jim Bodnar.
B.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  A motion was made by Ms. Nolan, seconded by Ms. Burds and passed unanimously to approve the Minutes of the November 4, 2014 meeting.  Vote:  5-0.
C.  PUBLIC HEARINGS:    
1. BA#11-42-14
DAVID & SHEILA MERFELD

APPEAL

(TABLED FROM THE NOVEMBER 4, 2014 MEETING)

The applicants are appealing the zoning boundaries of the Official Zoning Map of Dubuque County which shows where an existing four (4) acre, more or less, B-2, Highway Business zoning district boundary is located on two parcels of property. The property, located 0.3 miles north of the City of Durango along Durango Road is legally described as Lot 1-2-1 of Chinkapin Ridge and Lot 2 of Chinkapin Ridge, all in Section 31 (T90N R2E) Peru Township, Dubuque County, Iowa.
Ms. O’Shea stated that this case was tabled at the November 4, 2014 meeting so the previous Zoning Administrator could appear at this meeting and answer questions from the Board concerning the Merfeld appeal. She explained that the Board was looking for information on what Dr. Paul Buss remembers about the 1989 rezoning case, specifically, what he remembers about the zoning district boundaries and the outside storage on the property. Two letters were sent and 0 letters were delivered. The City of Durango was notified.
Speaking to the Board was Dr. Paul Buss, 902 Althauser, Dubuque. Mr. Hickson administered the following Oath asking the participant to raise his right hand.  “Do you solemnly swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?”  He said yes.
Mr. Koppes stated that one of the reasons he asked Dr. Buss to come to tonight’s meeting is so that he could help the Board determine where the actual zoning district boundary lines were/are on the Merfeld property.
Dr. Buss stated that he reviewed the case information that was sent to him by the Zoning Office. He explained that at the time of the original rezoning in 1989, the Mylar map was the only map available to him that indicated property rezoning boundaries. There were no property lines indicated on the old Mylar maps and zoning boundaries would have been noted as a broad area drawing on the map.
Dr. Buss said that he remembers an existing shed and home being on the property. The home was located north of the shed. He also stated that he assumed that the B-2 zoned property ran along Durango road instead of towards the rear of the property. He explained further that maybe the zoning boundary should have been turned to indicate an east-west rectangle instead of a north-south drawing and that the rezoning was for four acres more or less. Other than that, he said, he does not recall any other specifics regarding the location of the district boundaries. Mr. Buss also stated that at that time, he wanted to verify the location of the new building that was to be constructed in a north-south layout, which would allow Mr. Merfeld to store his tractors, vehicles and various parts inside the structure. Dr. Buss said that other than where the building was to be located and the shared driveway that was required by the state, he said he could not recall any other specifics concerning the B-2 zoning boundary. 
Mr. Koppes said that he thought that Dr. Buss could help to determine where the zoning district boundary was located on the Merfeld property. Mr. Koppes asked Dr. Buss if the property line ran through the accessory building? Mr. Buss said yes.
Mr. Hickson asked the Board if they had any further questions for Dr. Buss? No one spoke. He then asked if anyone else had questions for Dr. Buss regarding this case?  
Speaking to the Board was David & Shelia Merfeld, 18724 Durango Road, Durango and Peter Arling, 700 Locust St, Dubuque. Mr. Hickson administered the following Oath asking the participants to raise their right hands.  “Do you solemnly swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?”  They said yes.
Mr. Merfeld asked the Board if he could object to Mr. Arling being present at the Board table during his presentation? Ms. O'Shea responded that Mr. Arling is just locating closer to the Board table so he could better hear the statements that are being made to the Board. She said Mr. Arling would not speak until the Merfelds have finished. Mr. Merfeld said that Mr. Arling could deal with his issue after the Board settles his case. Mr. Hickson stated that he is running the meeting and Mr. Arling would be allowed to sit at the Board table in order to hear the statements being made. 

Ms. Merfeld stated that she wanted to confirm what Dr. Buss said about the Mylar maps in that the zoning boundaries on those maps were just a notation or blob on the Mylar maps. She then asked Dr. Buss if the zoning boundary mark on the Mylar map showing the rezoned area coincided with what he remembers the B-2 boundary to be? Alternatively, she continued, could it also be a misjudgment of where the zoning boundary actually was? Dr. Buss responded that the Mylar map shows an attempt by the county to show a four-acre block of the Merfeld property that was rezoned to B-2. 
Mr. Merfeld stated that the acreage was wrong from what he had asked for in the rezoning request. Dr. Buss said that what the Mylar map indicated was his representation of the way the B-2 zoning boundary should have been on the property. He explained that his intentsion was for the zoning boundaries of the B-2 district to run east to west. The current maps show a more northeast angle to the B-2 zoning boundaries.
Mr. Merfeld explained further that the Mylar maps were wrong because they show the 
B-2 zoning boundary diverting away from Durango Road and the zoning boundary is long and narrow in shape. The Mylar map seems to show two parcels joined together rather than showing where the B-2 district zoning boundaries were located on their property. Dr. Buss said that it was possible. However, he could not remember how the B-2 area on the Mylar map was drawn. 

Mr. Merfeld stated that he hauled in roughly 200 tractors using the existing lane. He said it was the only way for vehicle access to that part of his property. Mr. Merfeld then discussed various maps with Dr. Buss and the Board showing where he intended to locate his tractors and equipment on the property. Mr. Merfeld stated that he would have never of had a business located on the residential use part of his property where his old mobile home was located. 
Mr. Hickson asked Dave & Shelia if they had any further questions for Dr. Buss?  Mr. Merfeld then told Dr. Buss that the crossroad culvert under Durango Rd was undersized and would not handle large amounts of storm water. Therefore, if he would have placed tractor parts in that area of his property, they would have been under water and could have resulted in oil spillage from the tractor parts or engines. He said the parts should not be located in a flood prone area or on the steep slopes of the property.
Mr. Hickson asked Dave Merfeld if he had any further questions for Dr. Buss. Mr. Merfeld said no.

Mr. Hickson asked Mr. Merfeld if he had any new information for the Board. Mr. Merfeld said he would like certain things that Mr. Arling said about him struck from the minutes of the November 4, 2014 meeting as it was making him out to be the bad person in this situation. 

Ms. Merfeld stated that their intent when they purchased the property to have the property rezoned. There has never been complaints in the past regarding their property. She said that in a disagreement with her brother, who previously owned the Tucker property, her family was harassed and her home was shot at. She explained that her family went through a living hell in a disagreement with her brother.
Speaking to the Board was Peter Arling, 700 Locust St, Dubuque. Mr. Arling asked Dr. Buss if it was his understanding that the building that was constructed by the Merfeld’s was to be used for storage for all the tractor parts and was it his understanding that there was going to be outside storage for the tractors and parts? Dr. Buss responded that it was his recollection that the parts were to be stored inside the structure with some outside storage of parts or tractors. Mr. Arling then asked Dr. Buss if the outside storage was meant to be long-term storage? Dr. Buss said he could not recall if the outside storage was intended for a long-term storage scenario.
Mr. Arling stated that it was his understanding that the Mylar maps are not as concise as the current GIS mapping system, which the county has in place now. Mr. Arling asked Dr. Buss if the Mylar maps were a relatively close representation or just completely off-base in regard to zoning district boundaries? Dr. Buss said that he could not make the assertion that the Mylar maps were completely wrong but it was all they had to 

work with at the time. Mr. Arling then asked Dr. Buss if the Mylar map zoning boundaries were considered to be a reasonable representation of the zoning boundaries on the Merfeld property? Dr. Buss said that based on what occurred at the Merfeld rezoning meeting in 1989 it was his impression that the B-2 zoning boundary was a reasonable representation.
Mr. Merfeld stated that Mr. Arling was trying to persuade Dr. Buss into believing that the current zoning map is correct. He explained that he and his wife are trying to get the matter resolved in the best way in which Dr. Buss can help. Mr. Koppes responded that Dr. Buss was asked to appear before this Board to help the Board in its decision and not to help either party directly.

Dr. Buss stated the B-2 zoned area on the Mylar map could be an indication of north-south boundaries or east west boundaries based on the evidence presented tonight. Mr. Koppes asked Dr. Buss if the zoning boundary as indicated on the Mylar map was the official legal document used at the time he determined the B-2 district boundary? Dr. Buss said yes.
Mr. Merfeld stated that what he asked for in the 1989 rezoning case was for an east to west B-2 rezoning boundary. Mr. Koppes said he was not going to argue that point. However, the official documents were in effect at the time of the Merfeld rezoning in 1989.

Ms. Merfeld then read to the Board a passage from the published Official Notice to the original rezoning case from 1989 which stated the official rezoning was 3 ¼ of an acres and ¾ of an acre.  Ms. O’Shea responded that the published amendment from the 1989 zoning case did not contain any specific acreage amounts. However, she said, the acreage amounts are in the property owner notification letter and in the Official Notice for that case. Mr. Merfeld said the acreage amount zoned B-2 should be greater than what was indicated because he did not know where the property line was on Lot 2-1.
Mr. Koppes stated that Lot 2-1 is shown on the Official Zoning Map as 3 ¼ acres and Lot 2 is ¾ of an acre in B-2. Ms. O’Shea said that she wrote those amounts on the page he was referring to. The current zoning maps shows about 2 acres zoned B-2 on each parcel. There is no record from the time of the public hearing with the Board of Supervisors on this case to when the amendment was published as to where the B-2 zoning district boundaries were located on the Merfeld property. The acreage amounts should have remained the same from the Zoning Commission’s hearing to the Board of Supervisors hearing on the case. She said that the Mylar drawing, according to Dr. Buss, were not very accurate due to the absence of parcel lines on those maps. Dr. Buss agreed stating the parcels are more accurate. However, the zoning boundaries could be in reality either east-west or north-south in direction.

Mr. Merfeld asked who drew in the parcel lines on the line maps? Dr. Buss said he did not know.
Mr. Koppes asked who marked the zoning map in the Board packet as incorrect? Ms. O’Shea stated that the Offical Zoning map showed that both Lot 2 and Lot 2-1 were completely zoned B-2. At that point, she determined that the zoning map was incorrect. She said she looked at the rezoning record which stated that ¾ of an acre was rezoned to B-2 on Lot 2 and 3 ¼ acres on Lot 2-1. Ms. O’Shea explained that her only option was to refer the published amendment and the Official Zoning Map to make the change on the GIS Maps. 
Mr. Koppes then asked Ms. O’Shea if that was how she determined the B-2 zoning boundary to be as by the published Mylar map? Ms. O’Shea said yes. 
Mr. Merfeld asked Dr. Buss if he knew who did the measuring of the B-2 zoning boundary for his property. Dr. Buss said he did not know. Ms. O’Shea said when the GIS map was created she was the Zoning Administrator. She said the B-2 zoned area on the Official Zoning Map did not reflect the language of the Official Notice of the case or the original rezoning application. She said the current GIS zoning map shows two acres rezoned to B-2 on each lot. Mr. Merfeld stated that he had asked for the all of Lot 2-1 to be zoned B-2.  

Ms. Merfeld asked Dr. Buss if he new how the acreage discrepancy happened in the original zoning case? Dr. Buss said it was most likely a typo or clerical error.

Mr. Koppes stated that the reason that we are here at this meeting tonight is to determine the B-2 zoning classification boundary for the Merfeld property. Ms. O’Shea stated that after all the evidence in this case has been heard, the Board then needs to determine, in their best judgment, as to where the B-2 zoning boundary is located on the Merfeld property.
Mr. Arling stated that the Official Zoning Map is the official record unless there is evidence that convinces or persuades the Board otherwise.  He explained that he does not see any evidence that persuades him that the rezoning boundary is different from what is currently indicated on the Official Zoning Map. Mr. Arling explained that Dr Buss’ testimony, although informative, is not the same in recollection as what the Merfeld’s have stated concerning the intent of the 1989 B-2 rezoning.

Mr. Arling explained that if the Merfelds were looking to include in the B-2 zoning that part of their property, which lies across the lane, he would question as to why they would do that since they have so much other property to use for their business. He said that he wants the Board to keep in mind that there has been contention between these two property owners. Therefore, what the Board does tonight can either help the situation or hurt the situation. Mr. Arling explained that he is requesting that the Board leave the B-2 zoning designation as reflected in the official record in order to preserve the status quo.  He explained further that making a change to the B-2 boundary to what the Merfeld’s are requesting would create more conflict. 
Mr. Arling then stated that Mr. Merfeld testified at the last meeting that he would contemplate locating tractors and parts on the east side of the lane and that would not improve on the animosity that exist between the two property owners. Mr. Arling then concluded by asking the Board to leave the Official Zoning Map drawn as is. 

Mr. Merfeld said that Mr. Arling does not want him to use his part of the property that sits across the lane. He said that Mr. Arling’s statement that we have never had tractors placed on that part of his property was a lie. He explained that he did have several tractors on that part of his property from time to time but not many. He said he remembers placing tractors on that part of his property in front of the existing building in years past.
Ms. Merfeld said the existing shed owned by the Tuckers is only 20’ from their rear property line. She explained that if a motorcycle comes off the track and lands on their property, who is going to be liable?  She explained that her business has been at that location for 25 years and the motocross track has only been there for 2 years. Ms. Merfeld added that the motocross track is a professional track.  Mr. Hickson asked Ms. Merfeld if professional drivers were using the Tucker track? Ms. Merfeld said she did not know. Mr. Merfeld said that Mr. Tucker was a professional driver and his kids are using the track. Mr. Koppes stated if the track were being used as a professional track, then it would have to be zoned for that use. Ms. O’Shea said yes. She explained that the intent of the track, according to the Tucker’s, was a personal use track for recreational purposes for their family.  
Mr. Merfeld said that several people use the track in addition to the Tucker family. Mr. Merfeld explained further that if someone runs off the track and onto his property and gets hurt, then who is liable? He said that Mr. Tucker has people sign waivers’ of liability before they can use the track. He asked the Board as to where his protection is from liability concerning motorcycle riders that get hurt on his property?
Ms. O’Shea said the Tucker property is zoned R-2, Single Family Residential. An ATV track would be allowed for recreational use if only the property owners and their family use it.

Ms. Merfeld said that Mr. Arling is asking for the zoning boundary to remain the same so it does not interfere with any other use the Tucker’s would propose for their property in the future.  

Mr. Hickson asked Mr. Merfeld if he had any further questions? Mr. Merfeld stated that Dr. Buss said the Mylar map was questionable and the Sidwell maps with the circles drawn on them indicating the rezoned area were also incorrect. He explained that, according to Dr. Buss, maybe the B-2 zoning boundary on his property should follow an east-west direction. Mr. Merfeld concluded by saying that he wanted Mr. Arlings statements regarding this matter to be stricken from the minutes because they are detrimental to his case.
Mr. Hickson asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case? Mr. Arling stated in rebuttal that the motocross track located on the Tucker property is not a commercial motocross track. The Tuckers and their friends enjoy the ATV track as a recreational use and the track is consistent with what is allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.

Speaking to the Board was Tracy Merfeld, 18724 Durango Rd, Durango. Mr. Hickson administered the following Oath asking the participant to raise her right hand.  “Do you solemnly swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?”  She said yes.
Ms. Tracey Merfeld stated that the accessory building located next to the existing building was used as an agricultural building and for cutting wood for a lumber business. George Tigges who was the previous owner of the Tucker property operated the lumber business. She explained that logs were cut in the building and there were two businesses ( lumber and farm machinery/parts business) operating back to back. Ms. Merfeld showed the Board where a barbed wire fence used to be located on the property. She explained that Mr. Arling knew that the zoning maps showed that her parents’ property was in violation before the Tuckers bought their property from George Tigges.
Ms. Tracy Merfeld then said in a question posed to Mr. Arling, what kind of people purchase a piece of property knowing their new neighbors were in violation of the Zoning Ordinance and then wait 2 years after the purchase to raise the issue? Were the Tuckers trying to force a sale of the Merfeld property? She explained that she thinks that was the Tuckers real intention because Mr. Tucker had contacted her father several times asking him to sell his property. Ms. Merfeld explained further that when the Sherriff was called in regard to her father shooting on his property, she explained that he was not shooting at the Tucker property. Ms. Merfeld also stated that she overheard Mr. Tucker say that the Merfeld property should bombed.

Mr. Koppes stated that the shooting incident does not have any relevance to this case.

Ms. Tracey Merfeld stated that the Dubuque Comprehensive Plan Map shows a different shape of the B-2 zoning boundary on the Merfeld property. She pointed to a location on the map. Ms. O’Shea responded that the zoning area that Ms. Merfeld identified on the comprehensive plan map was incorrect. Ms. O’Shea explained that Ms. Merfeld might have taken that information from the old Comprehensive Plan Map from 2002. Ms. Merfeld reviewed the current Comprehensive Plan Map.
Ms. Tracey Merfeld stated that Mr. Arling referred to the relationship between her family and her uncle, George Tigges. She said that all the contention between the families started from a zoning map showing a property line being off by 50’.  She explained further that Mr. Tigges used a skid steer to try to push their tractors (Mefelds tractors) back onto their property, which caused thousands of dollars in damage. Ms. Merfeld then stated that Mr. Tucker verbally attacked her in front of her sister and her mother a week after he purchased his property. She added that Mr. Tucker was a very hot-headed individual.
Mr. Hickson asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case? Mr. Merfeld stated that his daughter raises chickens. He questioned the Board as to what the difference was between a professional track and a non-professional track in regard to distance from livestock or to his home.  Ms. O’Shea responded that a professional track is required to meet minimum requirements for size and setbacks. Whereas, she said, a recreational track can be located anywhere on the property. Mr. Merfeld asked if the Tucker ATV track could be considered a nuisance? Ms. O’Shea responded that a nuisance complaint would be a civil matter handled through the courts and not handled by the county.
Mr. Hickson asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case? No one spoke.
Mr. Koppes asked Ms. O’Shea to read to the Board the Zoning Ordinance requirements pertinent to this matter.  Ms. O’Shea read to the Board Zoning Ordinance Sections 1-14.1, 1-14.2, and Section 1-14.3.
Mr. Kuhle asked Ms. O’Shea if she had conversed with the County Attorney on this matter? Ms. O’Shea said that she did speak with Ralph Potter regarding this case and she had made a statement to him as to what she thought was the best course to take on this matter. Ms. O’Shea explained that the County Attorney had agreed with her on her suggested course of action.
Mr. Kuhle asked Ms. O'Shea if the Board is to interpret the information presented in order to determine new zoning boundary lines on the Merfeld property? Ms. O’Shea said the Board has two choices. She said the Board could decide not change the B-2 district boundaries and state why. Alternatively, she said, the Board could decide to draw in a new B-2 district boundary. 
Mr. Koppes stated that the information presented by Dr. Buss seems to suggest that the boundary lines of the B-2, zoning district on the Merfeld property were properly drawn according to the information they had at the time.
Ms. Nolan asked why this case came to this Board as an appeal?  Ms. O’Shea responded it was her opinion that the Official Zoning Map boundary, which is what the Zoning Office used to determine the B-2 boundary on the Merfeld property. Ms. O’Shea explained that the County Attorney agreed with her in that Zoning Office staff correctly changed the Official Zoning Map to match the old Mylar maps that were the official record at that time. Regardless of intent, the County Attorney said, the Mylar maps were the Official Zoning map of Dubuque County.
Mr. Hickson asked the Board if they had any further questions? No one spoke. He then asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case?  No one spoke. 
A motion was made by Mr. Koppes, seconded by Ms. Burds to use the Official Zoning Map as the B-2 zoning boundary designation on the Merfeld property and not make any changes to the map. Mr. Hickson, Mr.  Koppes, Ms. Burds and Ms. Nolan voted aye. Mr. Kuhle voted nay. Motion passed by a vote of 4-1.

2. BA#12-43-14   
JAMES & CYNTHIA WALKER

VARIANCE

The applicants are requesting a 12’ front yard variance to the 30’ required to build a 16’x 30’ accessory structure 18’ from the front property line along Melody Circle in the R-3, Single Family Residential zoning district. The property, located just north and west of the City of Dubuque corporate border at the intersection of Melody Circle and Breiner Drive is legally described as Lots 1 & 2 Block 2 of Breiner Subdivision, Section 2 (T89N R2E) Dubuque Township, Dubuque County, Iowa.

Ms. O’Shea stated the property consists of approximately .54 acres and contains a single family home. The lot has three front yards because of its location in the subdivision. The construction was stopped when the property owner realized he needed a building permit and a front yard variance. He has since stopped all work on the project and is requesting a front yard variance.
Speaking to the Board was James Walker, 10564 Breiner Dr, Dubuque. Mr. Hickson administered the following Oath asking the participant to raise his right hand.  “Do you solemnly swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?”  He said yes.
Mr. Walker stated that he was under the assumption that he needed 15’ from the property line that runs along Melody Circle. He explained further that when he applied for is building permit, he was informed by Zoning Office staff that the setback from Melody Circle was 30’. Ms. O’Shea stated that although the project has been started, Mr. Walker is making an effort to bring the structure into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.
Mr. Hickson asked if the structure was going to be used for personal use only?  Mr. Walker said yes.

Ms. O’Shea stated that a comment on this case was received from Aaron Fagan, 17266 Melody Circle, Dubuque. She said that Mr. Fagan was in favor of the request.

Mr. Hickson asked the Board if they had any questions? No one spoke. He then asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case?  No one spoke. 

A motion was made by Ms. Burds, seconded by Mr. Kuhle to approve the variance. The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5-0.

3. BA#12-44-14
RICHARD & JUDY BRIMEYER
     SPECIAL USE PEMIT
The applicants are requesting a Special Use Permit to allow for the construction of a 45’x 95’ home as an additional dwelling unit on the farm in the A-1, Agricultural zoning district.  The property, located approximately .75 miles north of the City of Sherrill along Circle Ridge Road is legally described as Lots 1-1 & 1-2 & 2-3 of Sub of Lot 2-5 of the SW ¼; Lot 2-3 of the SW ¼, all in Section 7 (T90N R2E) Peru Township, Dubuque County, Iowa.

Ms. O’Shea stated that the Brimeyers own 207 acres more or less along Circle Ridge Rd and Basswood Lane. They have a home and farm buildings on the property. Now that their son is getting married, they want to let their son live in the original farm dwelling and build a new home for themselves.

Speaking to the Board was Richard & Judy Brimeyer, 22423 Basswood Lane, Sherrill. Mr. Hickson administered the following Oath asking the participants to raise their right hand.  “Do you solemnly swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?”  They said yes.
Mr. Brimeyer stated that he was operating a 200 head dairy farm on the property. Ms. Burds asked if he was going to actually farm the property? Mr. Brimeyer said yes saying that two hundred head of cattle would keep him busy.
Ms. O’Shea stated that a comment in favor of the request was received from Tom Julson, 14956 Circle Ridge Rd, Sherrill.

Mr. Hickson asked the Board if they had any further questions? No one spoke. He then asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case?  No one spoke. 

A motion was made by Mr. Koppes, seconded by Mr. Kuhle to approve the Special Use Permit. The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5-0.

4. BA#12-45-14
TRAVIS & TIFFANY SHEKLETON

VARIANCES
The applicants are requesting a 5’ right side yard variance to the 50’ required to build a 43’x 82’single family home 45’ from the right side property line and a 5’ left side yard variance to the 50’ required to build the home 45’ from the left side property line in the R-1, Rural Residential zoning district. The property, located approximately .25 miles east of the City of Peosta along Cardinal Drive is legally described as Lot 2-Block 4 of Burds Green Acres, Section 10 (T88N R1E) Vernon Township, Dubuque County, Iowa.

Ms. O’Shea stated that the property is .89 and does not contain a home. The lot is 183’ wide, which could fit an 80’ wide home on the property. However, the property owner would like to angle the home to refect the angle of the road and will need a variance in order to accomplish that.

Speaking to the Board was Travis Shekleton, 203 1st Avenue, Farley. Mr. Hickson administered the following Oath asking the participant to raise his right hand.  “Do you solemnly swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?”  He said yes.
Mr. Shekleton stated that he wants to angle the new home to sit parallel to the roadway. However, he said, the home will encroach within the 50’ side yard setbacks and a variance of 5’ is needed on both sides of the proposed home in order to fit the home on the lot.
Ms. O’Shea said the Zoning Office did not receive any comments on this case.

Mr. Hickson asked the Board if they had any questions? No one spoke. He then asked if anyone else wished to speak regarding this case?  No one spoke. 

A motion was made by Mr. Kuhle, seconded by Ms. Burds to approve the variances. The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5-0.

D.  PUBLIC COMMENTS: None
E.  OLD BUSINESS: None  
F. NEW BUSINESS:  Elections, Review 2015 Calendar
Ms. Nolan nominated Mr. Hickson for Chairperson. A motion was made by Ms. Burds, seconded by Ms. Nolan to close the nominations for Chairperson. The motion passed unanimously. Vote 5-0. A motion was made by Ms. Nolan, seconded by Ms. Burds to retain Mr. Hickson as Chair. The motion passed unanimously Vote 5-0. 

A nomination was made for Mr. Koppes to be retained as Vice-Chairperson. Ms. Burds made a motion, seconded by Ms. Nolan to retain Mr. Koppes as Vice-Chair. Motion passed unanimously. Vote 5-0.
Ms. O’Shea reviewed the 2015 meeting calendar with the Board. The Board indicated there were no conflicts with the selected meeting dates for 2015.
G. ADJOURNMENT:   A motion was made by Mr. Koppes, seconded by Mr. Kule and passed unanimously to adjourn.  Vote:  5-0.  The meeting adjourned at 8:50 p.m.  
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