
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER OF MAKEFIELDZONING HEARING BOARDMINUTES – SEPTEMBER 1, 2015
The regular meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of LowerMakefield was held in the Municipal Building on September 1, 2015.Chairman Bamburak called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.Those present:Zoning Hearing Board: Paul Bamburak, ChairmanJerry Gruen, Vice ChairmanAnthony Zamparelli, SecretaryKeith DosSantos, MemberMatthew Connors, AlternateOthers: Steve Ware, Keystone Municipal ServicesMark Eisold, Township EngineerTim Duffy, Zoning Hearing Board SolicitorJeff Benedetto, Supervisor Liaison (joined meeting inprogress)
APPEAL #15-1732 – MARIO A. ROCCHIMr. Duffy stated Exhibit A-1 is the Application.  Exhibit A-2 is the Building PermitApplication Rejection issued by the Township’s Zoning Department.  Exhibit A-3 arethe impervious calculations.  Exhibit A-4 is a Site Plan.  Exhibit A-5 are thespecifications for the proposed shed.  Exhibit A-6 is an As-Built Plan of the property.B-1 is the Proof of Publication in the Advance.  Exhibit B-2 is the Proof of Posting.Exhibit B-3 is the Proof of Mailing.  Mr. Duffy state the three Board Exhibits establishappropriate notice and service in accordance with Township Ordinances.Mr. Mario A. Rocchi was sworn in.Mr. Bamburak stated it appears Mr. Rocchi wants to build a shed which will be 1%over the allowed impervious.Mr. Rocchi stated they moved into the Township two years ago, and they did notrealize that they were at the max.  He stated it is a ranch home with no basement.He stated one side of the house has a fence, and they are trying to keep the opennessand not to have to store things outside.Mr. Zamparelli asked the size of the shed, and Mr. Rocchi stated it is 12’ by 16’.
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Mr. Eisold asked if what is shown on the Plan is the exact location of the shed, andMr. Rocchi stated it is close.  Mr. Eisold stated they must be 10’ off the property line.He also stated it appears there is a drainage swale going through the back yard; andthe way it looks on the Plan, it looks like the shed is in the middle of the drainageswale. Mr. Rocchi stated they can push it back.  He added they were also going toput it in 6” of stone so that anything that comes off the roof will go into the stoneand act as non-impervious.  Mr. Eisold stated he is more concerned about it notbeing within the swale, and Mr. Rocchi stated he could push it back.  Mr. Eisoldstated he will need to stay 10’ off both property lines.  He stated they could push itback toward the rear approximately 15’ so that it is just out of the main part of theswale.Ms. Irene Coley was sworn in and stated she lives on Lot #49 next to this property.She stated she is concerned about the water drainage.  She stated another lot has ashed, and there is also another property where they have a shed against her yardwhich she feels was put in too close.  She stated she is concerned about there beingthree sheds in the area.  Mr. DosSantos asked Ms. Coley if she has problems withwater in her back yard, and she stated she put in a garden and border bricks whichhave been knocked down.Mr. Eisold stated Ms. Coley’s property is upgrade from the subject property.Mr. Gruen asked if the shed will have a floor, and Mr. Rocchi stated it will.  He statedit is prebuilt, and will be put on 6” of stone.Mr. Bamburak advised Ms. Coley that the Ordinance requires that the shed be 10’from the property line, and Mr. Rocchi has agreed to adhere to that.  He stated theother people with sheds did not do that, but that is not something that the ZoningHearing Board can address.  He stated the Building Inspector will make sure thatwhat is done at Mr. Rocchi’s property is done correctly.There was no one else present in the audience to speak on this matter, andTestimony was closed.Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. Gruen seconded and it was unanimously carried to grantthe Variance as requested to increase impervious surface from 18% to 19% with theCondition that there be 6” of crushed stone underneath the shed.September 1, 2015 Zoning Hearing Board – page 4 of 9
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APPEAL #15-1741 – ALEXANDER ZBINDENMr. Duffy stated Exhibit A-1 is the Application submitted to the Township.Exhibit A-2 is a Site Plan that accompanied that Application.  Exhibit B-1 is the Proofof Publication in the Advance.  Exhibit B-2 is the Proof of Posting.  Exhibit B-3 is theProof of Mailing.  Mr. Duffy stated with these Notices and service, they are compliantunder Township Ordinances.Mr. Alexander Zbinden was sworn in.Mr. Zbinden stated there is an existing screen porch he would like to make a littlebigger so five people can eat in there.  He stated the house has been in excess of theimpervious surface since it was built he assumes, and he is trying to increase it by0.6%.  Mr. Zbinden stated the house was built in the 1960s.Mr. Ware stated they are under Sub Section B which permits 18%.  Mr. Bamburakstated the law changed since the house was built and the Ordinances they considertoday which is why they are over the permitted amount.Mr. DosSantos noted the Application indicates he purchased the house in 2006, andhe asked if he has made any improvements that would impact the impervioussurface, and Mr. Zbinden stated he has not.Mr. Benedetto joined the meeting at this time.Mr. Eisold stated he did receive calls from two neighbors near the propertyquestioning whether stormwater would be an issue for them.  Mr. Eisold statedwhen he looked at the site it looks like the addition will have a roof drain to take thewater where the current roof drains go, and Mr. Zbinden agreed.  Mr. Eisold statedthe water will not be flowing toward the rear of the property so it should not havean effect on the neighbors’ properties at all.Mr. Gruen stated he feels 6% over the permitted impervious surface is a hugeamount.  He stated he feels the existing porch seems large.  Mr. Gruen asked if hecould mitigate it somehow to at least maintain the amount of impervious surface hehas now and not increase it.  Mr. Zbinden stated more than half of the homes in theneighborhood are in excess of the 28%.  Mr. Gruen stated they cannot help whathappened in the past.  Mr. Gruen stated it is a cumulative issue, and he feels 26% isexcessive unless he can mitigate it with a drywell.There was no one present in the audience to speak about this Application.
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Mr. Zamparelli asked Mr. Ware how much impervious would be permitted if it werebuilt today; and Mr. Ware stated for this lot size, he would be permitted to have28%.Mr. Zbinden stated a few years ago his neighbors were told they would be measuredon the 28%, and he does not know why he would be measured on a differentstandard than his neighbors.Mr. Gruen asked Mr. Ware for a clarification on the permitted impervious surface,and Mr. Ware stated if the house were built after 1987, it would go to Chart A whichwould be 28%.  Mr. Gruen stated he would therefore be in favor of granting therequest.Mr. Bamburak asked Mr. Eisold how large of a pit would be needed for therequested increase, and Mr. Eisold stated it would be 3’ deep and 3’ by 5’.Testimony was closed.Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. Zamparelli seconded and it was unanimously carried togrant the Variance as requested to increase impervious surface to 27.3%.
APPEAL #15-1742 – ANTHONY & SYLVAN POOLS, ROB MCCUBBINExhibit A-1 is the Application.  Exhibit A-2 is a Site Plan/Zoning Permit Plan.Exhibit B-1 is the Proof of Publication from the Advance.  Exhibit B-2 is the Proof ofPosting.  Exhibit B-3 is the Proof of Mailing.  Mr. Duffy stated with those Exhibits,Notice is sufficient under Township Ordinances.Mr. Rob McCubbin and Mr. Greg Lazzaro were present and sworn in.Mr. McCubbin stated they are in the R-2,  the house was built before 1987, and theyare only allowed 18%.  He stated what was existing before they did anything was29.1%, and they would like to add a pool and decking adding 603 square feet whichwill take it to 32.8%.  He stated they have a Stormwater Management Plan tomitigate the 603 square feet of additional impervious, and this will bring it back tothe 29.1% which is there currently.  Mr. Eisold stated the dry well shown willaccommodate the increase of 603 square feet of additional impervious surface.Mr. DosSantos asked Mr. Lazzaro when he purchased the property, andMr. Lazzaro stated it was in 1999.  Mr. DosSantos asked Mr. Lazzaro if he didanything to increase the impervious surface, and Mr. Lazzaro stated he put in thepatio the first year they moved into the house.  He stated it is 432 square feet.
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Mr. Bamburak asked if it was Permitted at the time, and Mr. Lazzaro stated it wasnot.  He stated he moved here from Pittsburgh and did not know about thePermitting process, and he was replacing an existing deck.Mr. DosSantos asked how much they would need to increase the dry well toaccommodate the additional 432 square feet for the patio, and Mr. Eisold stated theycould extend what they are proposing.  He also noted the area where the temporarystockpile is located, and stated they could do another pit two thirds the size of whatthey are proposing which would be 3’ by 3’ by 20’.  Mr. Eisold stated they could beseparated or they could connect them.  Mr. Lazzaro stated he would agree to addwhat is needed to accommodate the patio.  He asked if they could make it part of theproposed pit, and Mr. DosSantos stated they are trying to capture the water off thepatio.  Mr. Eisold stated they could put them together if they slid the proposed pit tothe right side approximately 15’, and then it would catch both the pool and the patio.There was no one present to speak on this Application, and the Testimony wasclosed.Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. Zamparelli seconded and it was unanimously carriedto grant the Variance as requested with the Condition that secondary to thehomeowner putting in an unpermitted patio years ago that the stormwatermanagement basin proposed in the Application be extended by an additional 20’to bring the effective impervious back down below 28%.  Applicant has also agreedto move the entire pit to the right subject to the approval of the Township engineer.
APPEAL #15-1743 – JAMES R. LITTLEYExhibit A-1 is the Application.  Exhibit A-2 is the Site Plan and imperviouscalculations.  Exhibit B-1 is the Proof of Publication in the Advance.  Exhibit B-2 isthe Proof of Posting.  Exhibit B-3 is the Proof of Mailing.  Mr. Duffy stated with thosethree Exhibits Notice is sufficient under Township Ordinances.Mr. James R. Littley was sworn in.  Mr. Littley stated they purchased the property inDecember, and they have been doing a number of renovations on the interior of theproperty  under Permit.  He stated as part of the renovations they identified a fairamount of water damage and the trim around the doorway is damaged.  He statedthere is an existing 6’ by 12’ concrete slab, and they are proposing to put in a porticoto cover that so that there is no change in impervious surface.  He stated it is toprotect the front entranceway from the elements.  It will not be enclosed, and it willbe attached to the back with two posts in the front.
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Mr. Ware stated the existing slab is allowed to encroach into the front yard; butwhen he puts in the portico roof over it, it becomes a structure.  Mr. Zamparellistated it appears they are extending it 3’ into the setback so it will have a 37’setback rather than the 40’ required.There was no one present to speak on the Application, and Testimony was closed.Mr. Gruen moved, Mr. Zamparelli seconded and it was unanimously carried to grantthe Variance as requested with the Condition that it will never be enclosed and thatthere be no enlargement to the slab.
There being no further business, Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. Zamparelli secondedand it was unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting at 8:15 p.m.Respectfully Submitted,

Anthony Zamparelli, Secretary


