Zoning Board of Appeals – Minutes of May 18, 2011


Town of Norfolk

Zoning Board of Appeals

One Liberty Lane

Meeting of May 18, 2011

	Board Members
	Others

	Michael Kulesza –  Chairman -----  absent
	Marie Simpson---Ad. Assist. ----  present

	Robert Luciano ---- Vice Chairman-present
	

	Joseph Sebastiano—Clerk ---------  present (7:45 p.m.)
	

	David Pergola -------Full Member- present
	

	Joseph Flanagan ----Full Member- present
	

	
	

	
	


The duly posted meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals convened at 7:45 p.m. in room 105c at the Norfolk Municipal Building.
Mr. Luciano was chairman of this meeting in the absence of Mr. Kulesza.

Preview Applications:
Present at this portion of the meeting was Alan Quagliari. The Board reviewed the application for a Special Permit in accordance with Section F.7.e. to allow for parking in the front yard setback and a Variance from Section J.4.b.2.  to vary from the required front yard setback in the C-1 zone. The commercial project location is 242 Dedham Street.  Mr. Sebastiano checked the bylaws for the proper citations.  The application was submitted on May 2, 2011.
Mr. Luciano made the motion to accept the application and schedule a public hearing for June 15, 2011 at 7:45 p.m.  Mr. Flanagan seconded the motion. The vote on the motion was unanimous. 
The Board previewed the application submitted by Naomi Bremilst for a Special Permit pursuant to Section F.4.b. to allow for the demolition and rebuilding of a non-conforming structure (garage) at 75 North Street.  No one was present to represent the applicant.  A copy of the 1933 lotting plan was submitted in lieu of a plot plan.  The members discussed the need for a plot plan.  Appendix “B” worksheet was not completed.
Mr. Sebastiano made the motion to accept the application for a Special Permit and schedule a public hearing for June 15, 2011 at 8:15 p.m. contingent upon receipt of a proper site plan at the hearing and the completion of Appendix “B” worksheet.  Mr. Flanagan seconded the motion.  The vote on the motion was unanimous. 
Old Business:
There was no old business to discuss
Correspondence:
The Board reviewed the correspondence from Robert Nicodemus of Bergmeyer Associates requesting a confirmation letter that the extension of the Special Permits granted in ZBA case #2005- xx for a Drive-Up Window, Reduced parking and a Window Sign for the Norfolk Federal Credit Union property at18 Union Street would be extended until May 13, 2013 under the Permit Extension Act (Section 173 of Chapter 240 of the Acts of 2010).   As the Special Permits were in effect at the time of the enactment of the Permit Extension Act, the Special Permits were automatically extended.  No action by the Board was required.  The Board will send a confirmation letter. (correspondence filed in Norfolk Credit Union – 2005 file)
The Board reviewed correspondence from the Building Department for matters regarding 18 Campbell Street and 220 Main Street. (letters filed in the “letters Received – 2011” file)
Minutes:
Mr. Sebastiano made the motion to approve the Minutes of March 16, 2011 as drafted.  Mr. Luciano seconded the motion.  The vote was 3-0 to approve.  Mr. Flanagan abstained. (minutes to be filed in “Minutes – 2011” file)
The Board will not review the March 16th Executive Session Minutes at this time and will review and approve the minutes when Mr. Kulesza is present. 
Mr. Pergola made the motion to close the meeting at 8:20 p.m.  Mr. Sebastiano seconded the motion. The vote on the motion was unanimous.  
___________________________,

Joseph Sebastiano, Clerk
In accordance with the requirements of G.L. 39 § 23B, approval of these minutes by the Board constitutes its certification of the date, time and place of the meeting, the members present and absent, the matters discussed, and the action taken by the Board with regard to those matters (if any).  Any other information contained in these minutes is included for context only.  Notes memorializing deliberation or discussion of any matter are in the summary form and may include inaccuracies or omissions.  Where proof of the content of a statement is required, a tape recording or transcript should be consulted, if available. 
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