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September 8, 2020


A.  Attendance:

1.  Members Present:  Mr. Terry Barnes (Chairperson), Mrs, Pam Curtis (Vice Chairperson), Mr. Mike Chaloupka, Mr. Zack Zimmerman, Mr. Chuck Sweeney, Mr. Steve Oiness, and Mr. Rick Croasdale (Secretary) via telecom.
 
	2.  Staff Present:  Mr. Jim Wieringa (Building Inspector), Mr. Troy Weatherby (Managing Director), Mr. Bill Barrett (Board Representative)
	
	3.  Absentees: None
 
 	4.  Committee Vacancies: None.  Will be one next month

	5.  Guests Present: Jeff Chandler, Joe Spicciati

B.  Old Business:  None

C.  New Business: Mr. Terry Barnes request that the vice chair conduct the meeting.  Mrs. Curtis then opened the meeting at 6:00 pm and stated there was an appeal and two variances to discuss and make recommendations for at the meeting.

1. Appeal:  Mr. Joe Spicciati, lot 1618, 1212 Manley Circle, is appealing a violation of placing material on the roadway right-of-way and the subsequent fine of $200

a.  Factors on the case:  As related by discussion and documents provided:

(1)  The building materials were located on the right-of-way and not the pavement.  The dwelling is on a cul-de-sac.

(2)  It’s a violation for having material in the Beaver Lake Rd. right-away without Safety cones and the safety cones were originally placed properly.  Mr. Spicciati then went to South Dakota during part of the construction leaving the contractor in charge of completing the project and taking care of the materials. 

(3)  The cones were removed for some reason during construction during Mr. Spicciati’s absence.

(4)  The Building Inspector tried to contact Mr. Spicciati several times after he found the cones were no longer on the site but no answer.  He then levied the fine for cones not being there.

(5)  The cones were replaced when Mr. Spicciati returned.  

(6)  The length of time the cones were missing was unknown.
          * b.  Discussion and Motion:  After consideration of the facts above, the committee decided the fault was the contractor’s, but the responsibility was with the lot owner and the fine should be discussed between them; therefore, Mr. Barnes motioned to recommend the Board deny the appeal.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Chaloupka and the motion was passed by the committee.

2.  Variance 1:  Mr. Jeff Chandler, lot 342, 8612 Riverdale Road, is requesting to construct a pergola larger than what is stated in the handbook.

a.  Factors on the case:  As related by discussion and documents provided:

(1)  Lot 342 was a double lot with the house somewhat in the center, so is the pergola’s proposed placement.

(2)  The size of the pergola was reduced from that originally submitted to 24 ft by 14 ft or 336 sq ft, 75% larger than the limit listed in the Building Code.  It will be quite a bit smaller, however, than the patio slab it will be mounted on..
  
(3)  The adjacent lot owners had no issues with this larger pergola—it had no impact on view of the lake from their perspective
  
(4)  The structure would be no closer than 25’ from the water.   

    * b.  Discussion and Motion:  After consideration of the facts above, Mr. Croasdale motioned to recommend the Board approve the variance.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Barnes and the was passed by the committee.

3.  Variance 2:  A request was submitted on July 20, 2020 by Mr. Troy Shamblen, 2005 Beaver Lake Blvd, lot 805, to place an 11 by 18” shed on the east side of the garage.  This was resubmitted to the committee along with a plot plan per direction of the Board of Directors.
 
a.  Factors on the case:  As related by discussion and documents provided:  Please refer to the Minutes from the 11 August Appeals Committee Meeting for further information.

(1)  The additional plot plan provided confirmed that the shed would be tucked behind the garage and would meet the 10’ rear and the 10’ side setback restrictions for an accessory building; however it would be located on the side of the house and behind the garage and not 10’ from the rear lot line required for a shed per building code section F, paragraph 2.

(2)  The shed meets the accessory building size requirements.

    * b.  Discussion and Motion:  After consideration of the facts above, the committee decided that since this was a variance for the placement of the shed which clearly violated the building code, even though it would be fairly hidden, and had sufficient room for placement at the rear of the dwelling, Mr. Chuck Sweeney motioned to recommend the Board deny the variance.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Mike Chaloupka and the was passed by the committee.

4.  Membership: Mr. Barnes submitted his resignation to the committee thanking them for the time he had spend with them.  Officers should be selected at the next Appeals Committee meeting along with the interviews for new members with subsequent submittal to the Board for approval.

D.  Adjournment:  A motion was made at 6:55pm to adjourn, seconded, and approved.
