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 Town of East Fishkill  

ZONING BOARD OF APPEAL   

August 28, 2018 

 

Chairwoman Drummond started the meeting with the roll call.  Those present were James Meier, 

Aziz Ahsan, Norma Drummond, and Tara Franco.  Tom Wood, Town Attorney, and Pam Baier, 

Clerk, were also present.  Board Member Mary Seminara was expected shortly.   Chairwoman 

Drummond said that there is a quorum to hold the meeting.  

The Pledge of Allegiance was done at this time.  

 

CHAIRPERSON’S COMMENTS:  

 

Chairwoman Drummond announced some changes to the agenda.  Items #1, #2, and #3 would 

not be discussed tonight.     

 

The next two meetings will be Tuesday, September 26th, and Tuesday, October 23rd. 

 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 

Chairwoman Drummond asked for a motion to approve the minutes of July 24th, 2018 with no 

amendments unless one of the Board Members has any.   There were none.   

 

MOTION to approve the July 24th, 2018 minutes as submitted was made by Aziz Ahsan, 

seconded by James Meier.  Voted and carried unanimously.      

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – Appeal 3867 – Tucker (6657-04-517325) 

Scott Tucker, 109 Route 216 Stormville, is requesting a Special Permit to bring in 20,000 yards 

of fill in order to bring his lot on Seaman Road up to grade to prevent flooding as it is used for 

farming purposes, pursuant to Section 194-75 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

This public hearing will not be opened because it was not advertised.  
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REVIEWS: 

 

 

REVIEW – Appeal 3872 – Sloshower (645-01-301719) 

 

Eddy A. Sloshower, 40 Brandy Lane, Wappingers Falls, is requesting a 4’ height variance for 

38’ of existing 8’ lattice fencing which is in front of the dwelling, a 4’ height variance for 115 

linear feet of existing 8’ high lattice fencing, as well as a 2’ setback variance for all fencing, 

pursuant to Section 194-98 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Applicant has requested that this be reviewed in September. 

 

 

REVIEW – Appeal 3879 – Roman (6457-03-360476) 
 

Samuel Roman, 3 Ferland Drive, Hopewell Junction, is requesting a 2’ height variance for a 

proposed 6’ fence which would be located in front of the house and a 2’ setback variance for the 

section of the fence along the side property line, pursuant to Section 194-98 of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

 

Mr. Roman was not present.   

 

Board Member Mary Seminara arrived. 

 

REVIEW – Appeal 3880 – Rockwell (6355-04-630768) 
 

William Rockwell, 224 East Hook Road, Hopewell Junction, is requesting a 40’ rearline variance 

for a proposed 30’x40’ dwelling which would replace an existing 800 square foot pre-existing 

dwelling (built in 1945) on .345/acre in an R-2 zone, pursuant to Sections 194-17 and 194-130 of 

the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Mr. Rockwell was present.  Chairwoman Drummond stated that there is an existing house on the 

lot and Mr. Rockwell lives on the lot next door.  Both lots are undersized.  Each lot should be 2 

acres according to zoning.  The lot being discussed is .345 acres.  It is not even ½ of an acre.  

The lot that Mr. Rockwell lives on is .92 or .85 of an acre which was found on two different 

listings of it.  Mr. Rockwell’s original house was rebuilt.  He came in and got a variance to build 

a larger house there on an undersized lot.  There were requests for several other additional 

variances on that property as well.  The house being discussed now is occupied by the 

applicant’s mother.  He said the house is basically a little cottage that needs work in every 

aspect.  The foundation is shot.  It is on a flat slab.  It would take more work and money to fix 

every part of the house than it would be to drop it and put it in a better location on the property 

with a real foundation for it with all the upgrades that go along with it.  Chairwoman Drummond 

asked how Mr. Rockwell is defining it as a better location on the property when he is putting it 

10’ away from the rear property line.  Mr. Rockwell said it would be better for the view of the 

whole property.  Right now it is up tight against the road.  He would bring it further from the 

front setback.  The setbacks wouldn’t make a difference either way.  It is just better looking all 
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way round.  It would be better for the driveway and the land.  Mr. Meier asked if he owned the 

land behind him too.  Mr. Rockwell said the Town owns the land behind him.  Chairwoman 

Drummond further explained Mr. Meier’s question as to where the Board was talking and Mr. 

Rockwell said yes he owned the land.   He said he was going to sell that little chunk of land to 

that property to give him a further setback on it.  Mr. Meier said that if he did that it may resolve 

his problem.   Chairwoman Drummond explained that if there was not a house on the property, 

the Board would ask him to combine the lots because it is less than what the acreage is supposed 

to be.  Since Mr. Rockwell owned the other parcel the person who would be most impacted by 

pushing the house to the rear would be Mr. Rockwell or the future owner of the house.   Mr. 

Meier said that if Mr. Rockwell sells the house in the future, by pushing the house back to the 

rear line the new owner would not be able to do much with the backyard.  Mr. Rockwell said a 

similar situation happened with him on that property.  He came to get a permit and was told he 

needed a variance to put a detached garage up 13’ off the property.  It was granted.  What is 

happening now is he built a big beautiful house with a detached garage and it almost lessens the 

value of the property next to him because they are not allowed to do it.  Chairwoman Drummond 

stated that he bought that house knowing that.  Mr. Rockwell said he bought the little one that he 

is asking to put the house on 20 years ago.   He obtained the other one and asked for variances to 

build a nicer home and garage.  All he is asking is the right to do the same on the little piece of 

property.  Chairwoman Drummond said it was not a right which is why he is before this Board 

requesting.  Mr. Meier said there is a difference between a garage and trying to fit the garage on 

the property (Ms. Seminara was present at this time.) and asking to build a house 10’ from the 

property line.  Mr. Ahsan added that because they are 2 different properties, the Board and Mr. 

Rockwell needs to focus on what is before the Board.  There is an existing 800 square foot house 

which Mr. Rockwell would like to convert into a garage now?   Mr. Rockwell said he was asking 

to build a new house on that property further back.  He would demolish the existing house.  

Chairwoman Drummond pointed out that leaving the garage in front of the house creates another 

issue.  According to the code, Mr. Rockwell is allowed to increase the size of the house by 50% 

but that is if he was working with the existing foundation.  Mr. Rockwell stated that he 

understands, but it would be better for the view of the property to move the house back and not 

build off the spot where it is at.  If the Board drove by the property, they would get a better sense 

of the layout of it.  Chairwoman Drummond said there are a lot of homes that are very close to 

the front property line.  It is not out of character with that area of town.   Mr. Rockwell said the 

house is a bit of an eyesore.  There is a beautiful creek there and trees.  He was just saying that it 

would look better and be better.  Mr. Meier said that Mr. Rockwell was creating a problem.  Mr. 

Rockwell may think that is where he may want the house and not use the backyard or the side 

yard.  When it is sold and the house is there, the people are going to want to use the backyard.  

They won’t have a backyard.  They can’t put a garage in the front yard and won’t be able to do 

things.  They will want a backyard if they want to do things with sheds and all that stuff.  

Developers are making driveways 300’ long and putting the houses towards the back of the 

property.  The people are coming to the Board because they want to put a pool in the side yard 

because the builder never left them a backyard.  People want backyards.  Mr. Rockwell asked if 

the Board would let him put a garage in his backyard and leave the house right there.  

Chairwoman Drummond said that he would need to comply with the rear line setbacks.  Mr. 

Meier said that he might be able to get a garage back there without having to come to the Board.   

Mr. Ahsan said that the already existing footprint mentioned can be moved and go up to 50% 

bigger by going back a little bit, but Mr. Rockwell wants to go way back.  The Board is having a 



EAST FISHKILL ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS  ____________________________August 28, 2018 

problem with the future of someone wanting to put something in the back and not being able to 

do it.  Mr. Meier asked where the gravel drive went.  Mr. Rockwell said that the drive went 

straight up to that property.  Mr. Meier stated that the driveway shows it going off the property.  

Mr. Rockwell said he owned both properties and has been all over them.  Mr. Meier explained 

that Mr. Rockwell would have to go to the Planning Board and get a lot line realignment to see if 

he went straight back.  Mr. Wood said that the Planning Board cannot approve the lot since they 

are not conforming in an R-2 zone.  If a lot line is done, it is improving one but not the other.  

Mr. Meier did not know how it would be viewed.  Mr. Meier cannot see what Mr. Rockwell is 

proposing now.  Chairwoman Drummond asked where the septic was located and the well.  Mr. 

Rockwell said the well was directly behind the house.  It is about 10’ from the back right corner.  

The septic is off the left side about 10’ on the side of the house.  Chairwoman Drummond asked 

if there was nothing behind the house that would stop him from doing an addition to this house.  

Mr. Rockwell said the well would be in the way of an addition.  He would have to skip past the 

well or build around it.  Mr. Meier thought he could jog the house over.  There is 45’ on that side 

to the property line.  The house could be moved over 25’ to avoid the well.  The front would be 

even with the back of the house.  All the setback requirements would be met and he probably 

would not need to be in front of the Board.  Mr. Rockwell asked if he left the back of the house 

off and did an addition off of that, would that be considered the front.  Chairwoman Drummond 

stated that in order for it to be considered rehabilitation, Mr. Rockwell would have to keep every 

part of the foundation.  Mr. Rockwell did not want to go back this far.  He figured he would ask 

for a mile and the Board would give him an inch.  Mr. Meier said the Board only evaluates what 

is asked for.  What is being proposed is not acceptable to the Board, but if he got a surveyor to 

help plot it out a new house might be able to go up without having to come to this Board. Mr. 

Wood said that it was not possible because it is a non-conforming lot.  Mr. Meier explained that 

the law requires the Board to minimize any impact that is being asked for.  Mr. Rockwell, as 

property owner, owns a non-conforming lot and wants to violate the setback requirements in the 

back and on the side too.  Because he owns the surrounding property around it, he does not 

consider it a big issue.  It becomes a big issue when it is sold down the road.  Mr. Rockwell 

asked what his next step would be.  He did not think he would get what he is asking for.  Would 

he need to get an architect to draw up the plans and then come back to the Zoning Board?  

Chairwoman Drummond said he needs to tell the Zoning Board what he would like to do.  It is 

not up to the Zoning Board to tell him what to do.  It is up to Mr. Rockwell to tell the Zoning 

Board what he would like to do.  Mr. Meier suggested that he speak to someone that is 

knowledgeable like a surveyor like Mr. Lucas who did this survey.  Ask him where to put the 

house that causes the least issues with getting the variance.  Mr. Lucas should be able to answer 

that.  Mr. Rockwell said that he told Mr. Lucas what he wanted and it was done.  Mr. Meier said 

he needs to ask for an opinion and would probably get it.  The setback requirements have got to 

be met.  Mr. Rockwell asked if the Board can give him an opinion.  Chairwoman Drummond and 

Mr. Ahsan both stated that the Board cannot give him an opinion.  All the Board can state is as 

long as the existing foundation is used the house can go 50% bigger.  Mr. Meier added that the 

whole foundation does not have to be used.  Mr. Wood explained that the lot that Mr. Rockwell 

wants to build on as far as expanding the house beyond the 800 square feet, he must come to the 

Zoning Board.  In doing the expansion, if it complies with the setback requirements, that would 

be the only variance needed.   If it does not meet the setback requirements then 2 variances 

would be needed.  One would be for the expansion and the other would be for the setback 

requirements.  Mr. Meier reiterated having the surveyor plot a location that does not violate the 
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setback requirements.  Mr. Rockwell needs to minimize the variance.  Chairwoman Drummond 

added that the shed was not far enough off the property line.  A variance would be needed for it 

unless it can be moved.  There also is a fence that appears to be on this property and on the 

property in the back.  If the fence belongs to this property, it needs to belong on the property and 

should not be crossing on to another property.  Chairwoman Drummond asked Mr. Rockwell 

what he would like to do as far as the appeal.  Does he want to come back next month or 

withdraw his application?  Mr. Ahsan suggested that Mr. Rockwell talk to the architect or 

surveyor and come back next month.  He could then tell the Board what he would like to do as 

far as moving forward or withdrawing.  Mr. Rockwell said that he did not want to withdraw it.  

He would like to come back next month.  Chairwoman Drummond said that was fine.  If he 

decides that he does not need to come back, please let Ms. Baier know that the application is 

withdrawn and a motion to refund the money would be made.  

 

 

REVIEW – Appeal 3881 – Dima (6655-03-112304) 
 

Richard and Catherine Dima, 76 Christine Court, Stormville, are requesting a 40’ frontline 

variance for a proposed 39’x17’ pool deck and a 50’ frontline variance for an existing 10’x10’ 

shed, pursuant to Section 194-17 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Mr. Dima was present.  Chairwoman Drummond explained that the Board has seen the applicant 

before.  He asked permission to put a pool in.  Now he is coming back to ask to put a deck 

around the pool.  Mr. Dima said that was correct.  Chairwoman Drummond asked why the deck 

has to be the size that is being asked for.  Mr. Dima said when the house was built back in 1980 

it is 49’ away from Hidden Acres Road.  They have very limited space to do anything in their 

backyard.  When he came here a year ago, they had a shed on the property line.  They have since 

moved that off the property line and they want to put a small deck in to the piece of property 

between the pool and Sundance Acres that is more than 50’ away.   They are looking to put a 

small 5’ section on the backside that has an entrance on both sides.  He is asking for 5’ but based 

on the architect’s drawing they have a 4’ piece of concrete outside the pool wall.  Chairwoman 

Drummond asked if the concrete was allowed in the other pre-existing variance.  Mr. Dima said 

yes.  He came in with the information from Fishkill Pools saying they were putting a concrete 

piece in for the 12’x24.  Mr. Meier said the Board did not know it was going to be bigger than 

the pool itself.  It would technically be like a patio.  Chairwoman Drummond stated that Mr. 

Dima had asked for a 37’ frontline variance for the pool and now he is asking for 39’.  Mr. Dima 

remembers doing the 4’ sections of concrete on the outsides and the wall that is closest to the 

patio needs to be 4’ away which was what the Board told him a year ago.  He calculated 12’ for 

the width of the pool and 4’ on either side of it.  He took it into consideration before the survey 

was done.  Chairwoman Drummond stated that it appears he has less than 10’.  It is supposed to 

be 13’ away.  The pool was not built where it was supposed to be built.  Mr. Dima said the 

survey company came in and considered the concrete pad because he had marked it out for them 

and marked out the pump pad as well.  Mr. Meier asked if he had the survey company mark it 

out or did Mr. Dima personally do it.  Mr. Dima said that he had 3 surveys done.  Mr. Meier said 

that the construction had to be 13’ away from the property line.  Any construction within the 13’ 

is in violation of the variance that was granted.  Mr. Dima said he was looking at the survey from 

July 30, 2017, and the pool is 14.8’ away.  Several Board Members stated that their survey says 
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9.9’.  Mr. Wood said that the 9.9’ according to the record is the property line to the proposed 

deck.  Mr. Meier said that Mr. Dima said there is concrete there that extends 4’ away from the 

pool.  Chairwoman Drummond added that makes the 14.9’ become 11.9’ away.  Chairwoman 

Drummond will have to deal with the pool issue itself because it is 2’ over.  She asked about the 

5’ on the long side of the pool that is being proposed as a 5’ deck.  Mr. Dima said yes.  

Chairwoman Drummond asked why it has to be 17’ out on the other side.  Mr. Dima stated from 

the center of the oval of the pool it is only about 12’ going from the pool to Sundance Acres.  

Seventeen is where it attaches around the oval.  It adds the extra 2’.   Chairwoman Drummond 

asked if the pool was 12’ wide and Mr. Dima said yes.  She wanted to know why the deck is 

extending so far beyond the pool to 39’.   Mr. Dima said it was because he has to come out 

farther past the patio to have steps down the side or else the patio would have to be cut away or 

take down the patio wall.  Chairwoman Drummond wanted to know why the stairs could not go 

down off the edge of the deck.  Mr. Dima came forward and showed the Board where the deck 

and everything would be.  Chairwoman Drummond said that the deck would not be going all the 

way to the end.  Discussion followed as to how far the deck would actually go.  Mr. Meier stated 

that if it goes beyond the pool it would be more than 11’ or 12’.  Mr. Dima explained that the 

reason they wanted to go out that far was to be able to put a table and chairs.  When he first did 

this work, he thought it was reasonable.  Chairwoman Drummond said it was at least 18’ or 19’ 

out.  Mr. Dima said that at the 39’ it is about 54’ from Sundance Acres.  He asked if the setbacks 

were 50’.  Chairwoman Drummond said it was correct but he was making a very high structure 

that is going to be seen from the road in addition to another 7’ or 8’ of the pool itself.  The 

variance was given because there isn’t a real back yard.  The structure that was 25’ now becomes 

44’ long.  Mr. Dima asked if he could ask for 36’ from the center.   Chairwoman Drummond 

stated that if he was going to put a round table and chairs 12’ was not unreasonable.  Mr. Dima 

asked if it would be 12’ maximum from the center of the pool.   Mr. Meier asked if Mr. Dima 

was suggesting that the 5’ section of the deck be along the long side of the deck.  Mr. Dima said 

no.  The 5’ section needs to stay.  Mr. Meier asked why the 5’ section needs to go all the way to 

the curve.    Is Mr. Dima looking for another egress and ingress to the pool?  Ms. Seminara was 

thinking that too.  She asked what if Mr. Dima got rid of that whole section and the deck part 

come off the end of the pool or a smaller projection on that side of the pool.  Mr. Meier thought 

that to have table and chairs the section of the deck would have to be 13 – 14’ beyond the pool.  

Mr. Dima said the deck would not go around the whole pool but would stop where the oval curve 

takes shape.  Chairwoman Drummond asked Mr. Dima if he was going to put a fence on this as 

well.  If there is a deck, a railing would have to be put on it.  Mr. Dima said yes because the code 

would require it.  Mr. Meier suggestion was to shorten the 5’ side to help shorten the overall 

structure, why is the 5’ needed for the whole length.  Me. Dima did not need to answer it now.  

He wanted Mr. Dima to think about it.  Mr. Meier thinks that Mr. Dima would need 14’ for table 

and chairs plus to have people walking around the edge of the pool.  Chairwoman Drummond 

asked if Mr. Dima was proposing to put any screening around it or hide it at all.  Mr. Dima said 

the pool now, based on the way the yard looks, is at ground level.  Sitting at the pool, he can’t 

see his neighbor’s driveway behind him.  They have woods behind the house.  The neighbors 

have woods in front of their house.  Chairwoman Drummond said she was talking about putting 

pines to screen it from the road.  Mr. Dima said when in the pool, he couldn’t see part of the yard 

or the driveway of the neighbor.  A lot of vegetation was taken out to put the pool in and he 

replanted those to create a buffer between the pool and Sundance Acres.  Chairwoman 

Drummond wanted to know what was in the back. Mr. Dima said there is an 8’ section of woods 
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and then Hidden Acres.  It goes from where the well is located straight out to Hidden Acres.  

There is screening there now.  Chairwoman Drummond said that it helps.  Chairwoman 

Drummond asked Mr. Dima what he was asking for.  Mr. Dima said he would like to keep the 5’ 

piece in the back and shorten the length of 39’.  He was not anticipating this and did not have the 

number in his head.  He would like to keep the 5’ in the rear and shorten the side on the 

Sundance Acres side.  Mr. Ahsan asked if he would like to put this off until the next meeting to 

give Mr. Dima time to talk to the architect and to be able to give the exact numbers.   As 

mentioned, it is facing the road.  During the summer there is screening, but during the spring and 

winter it is visible.  Chairwoman Drummond pointed out that the biggest issue is the section that 

needs to be minimized.  The Board needs to be careful about why this variance is given and not 

others.  The Board is asking Mr. Dima to minimize it.  Chairwoman Drummond suggested that it 

be drawn out on a map with the size is needed.  Mr. Dima would be testifying to the Board why 

he asking for this.  Measure it all out for the Board.  There isn’t a whole lot of information to 

work with right now.  It’s more of want than need.  Mr. Meier added that Mr. Dima needs to 

understand that he came in for a structure that is 12’x28’.  Now he is asking for 48’long x 17’ 

wide.  The structure needs to be explained to the Board.  Mr. Dima said the other issue is when 

they put the pool in they had to move the shed.  It was moved over the property line.  He did not 

realize it was a 48’ variance on the shed.  When he moved it, he moved it a foot over and didn’t 

need a variance.  He is asking if he could take the shed variance and bring it over to this meeting 

to get it cleared where it is currently standing which is 1’ over the property line.  Chairwoman 

Drummond felt that the shed is tucked into the trees and does not see it as an issue.  It should be 

cleared up for Mr. Dima.  Mr. Dima said he would like to get it cleared up so that he could get 

the C.O. for the pool before that building permit runs out.  Mr. Wood said Mr. Dima could get a 

6 month extension.  Mr. Croniser said that it would be a 90 day extension.  Mr. Dima was 

advised to go to the Building Department to get a 90 day extension.  Chairwoman Drummond 

said the Board will see Mr. Dima next month to show the Board what he really is asking for.  

Next month the Board will set him up for a public hearing in October.  Mr. Dima asked if he 

needed another survey or just explain better what he was asking for.  Chairwoman Drummond 

stated he needs to explain what he was asking for.  Mr. Ahsan asked Mr. Dima to get accurate 

numbers or have the surveyor do an update on it.  Make sure it is 5’ and not 7’.  Make sure 

everything is exactly where it is.   

 

 

 

REVIEW – Appeal 2216 – Jackson Soil Mine (6555-00-135831) 
 

Verne Jackson, 80 Jackson Road, Hopewell Junction, is requesting an extension on his Soil 

Mining Permit for Shenandoah Farms, which was granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals on 

July 8, 2008, pursuant to Section 194-75 of the Zoning Ordinance.  (Permit was originally issued 

7/8/08, renewed through August 15, 2018.) 

 

Mr. Dan Jackson was present.  Chairwoman Drummond pointed out that right now the Town 

Permit has expired.  It was her understanding that a new permit has been issued by the D.E.C.  

Mr. Jackson said that it has.  Chairwoman Drummond further added that an inspection was done 

by the Building Department.  Everything was found to be very neat and as it should be.  There 

were no issues as far as the Town is concerned with the exception that the name of the firm 
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needing to be changed.  Mr. Jackson said it needs to be changed to Shenandoah Farms, LLC.  

Chairwoman Drummond said they just need to make sure that it is changed so that there is no 

problem moving forward and the permit is issued in the right name.   

 

 MOTION to advertise for a public hearing was made by Aziz Ahsan, seconded by 

 Mary Seminara.  Voted and carried unanimously.  

 

 

 

REVIEW – Appeal 3882 – Klaus Garage, Inc. (Dave Lawrence) (6555-01-046746) 
 

Dave Lawrence, owner of Klaus Garage, Inc., 2619 Route 52, Hopewell Junction, is requesting 

an Expansion of a non-conforming use, an Interpretation of Automobile Service Facility and 

Used Care Sales as well as a variance to the 100’ buffer requirement on Route 52 in order to 

continue the outside display of cars, pursuant to Sections 194-86, 194-16 and Note 11 of the 

Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Chairwoman Drummond asked if the Board was going to allow the continuation of the outside 

display.  Mr. Meier thought the argument has been a non-conforming use for a long time.  Mr. 

Lawrence was present along with Keith Saudohar from Cronin Engineering.  Klaus Garage has 

been in operation for 35 – 40 years.  It has been a continued, uninterrupted operation since it has 

been opened.  The name has not been changed.  Mr. Lawrence bought it about 4 years ago.  The 

existing use is an automotive service facility/repair facility as well as a used car sale facility.  It 

has been ongoing for a long time.  Cars have been parked where they are parked now.  There are 

3 things that Mr. Lawrence wanted to do here.  First the zoning of the site has been a little 

troublesome.  It is a B-1 Zone for the first 300’ and then in the back it is an R-2 Zone.  All the 

existing building is in the B-1 Zone.  The use does not conform with the zoning after the 

business started.  They had retained a traffic consultant.  He did a traffic count before school let 

out.  Plan A was to construct a coffee shop with a drive-thru.  It would locate 100’ off Route 52 

with parking in the front.  It doesn’t look like they can go that route because of the traffic counts 

taken and the consultant indicated that he had conversation with the D.O.T. and a left turn lane 

would be needed for Route 52 to enter.  The cost was too high.  Plan B was a bank with a drive-

thru.  It would be the same set-up that was for the coffee shop.  There were no takers.  Plan C is 

where they are now.  Mr. Lawrence wanted to do something out front.  The business is 

expanding and flourishing as it is.  The plan is to build a building but rotate it 90 degrees and 

have a showroom in the front part of the building facing Route 52 and the back of the building 

would hold more bays.  They are here tonight for a conversation with this Board.  They are not 

sure if they should lock into a design if they can’t do what they want to do.  An architect was 

hired and the building would face Route 52 but it couldn’t meet the 100’ setback.  A variance 

would be needed for that.  A variance would be needed for the parking for the used car sales in 

the front.  Mr. Lawrence would maintain his automotive repair facility.  They understand, per 

code, they are entitled to expand the building by 50% of its current size.   The building is 

currently 2700 square feet and this would allow an addition of 1300 square feet.  It isn’t working 

at this point.  They are now looking at a 4000 square foot building with a showroom and bays.  

They are here tonight to talk to the Board about the expansion of a non-conforming use.  There 

would be the same operation and another big building in front facing the road.  It will be well 
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landscaped and look really nice.  There would be a nice setup for some used cars.  Chairwoman 

Drummond asked Mr. Staudohar why they were here as opposed to the Planning Board.  Mr. 

Wood said that they did come to the Planning Board but there are some use issues on that.  They 

want to keep both businesses.  Automotive service facility is defined as a Zoning Ordinance.  It’s 

permitted by a Special Permit but they need to have a certain amount of frontage on Route 82.  

Here it is pre-existing, non-conforming.  Mr. Wood did not think there is any dispute that there 

was an automobile service facility there for a long time.  He thinks the issue is the expansion.  It 

is traditionally a non-conforming property no matter what is done.  Mr. Meier said one of the 

issues is it has been a garage, a service facility, but he was not sure about a used car lot.  Mr. 

Meier’s experience over the years is that Klaus Garage sold a few cars along the driveway.  He 

had them lined up there.  It was not advertised much.  Now it is being changed to a used car lot.  

Mr. Staudohar said they were not looking to put up used car sales sign.  They would be putting 

up a whole showroom for cars.  It would be cars for show, personal cars, and some cars for sale.  

It would be a combination of things.  Mr. Lawrence came forward and said that he had pictures 

of cars that were for sale that were parked on the grass.  There were cars for sale, and a repair 

shop.  It was similar to a shop that he had previously so it was important.  When he purchased 

the place all of the stuff was in place with the DMV already.  There was a repair shop license, an 

inspection license, the fuel license, and the retail sales license.  New York State just carried it 

over to the new owner.  Chairwoman Drummond asked Mr. Lawrence if he could show the 

Board when the retail sales was originally used.  Mr. Lawrence said he could probably dig it up.  

Chairwoman Drummond thought that would be important.  Mr. Wood said that there was a 

previous conversation that the Department of Motor Vehicles would be able to tell the number of 

vehicles that were transferred from there.  Mr. Staudohar said that the primary use of Klaus 

Garage would be the repair of cars.  The used car sales would be ancillary to his primary.  Mr. 

Lawrence gets cars every now and then and puts them out front for sale.  The primary would be 

what is being done now which is car repair except that it would look a lot nicer.  There would be 

landscaping with a nice building facing the street.  That is what they are hoping to do.  Mr. Wood 

asked how they would get over the original non-conforming design for it or get the 50% 

increase.  Mr. Staudohar said that was why they were having this conversation.  Chairwoman 

Drummond asked if Mr. Lawrence owned other property down the street.  Mr. Lawrence said it 

was sold years ago.  Chairwoman Drummond stated that there are a lot of cars on the lot and she 

was not seeing a whole lot of space.  Where are all the cars that are there now and where will 

they be.  Mr. Staudohar explained that right now there are cars lined up along the driveway.  

There are cars facing Route 52.  He showed the Board where all the cars will be parked on the 

map.  Chairwoman Drummond asked if it was a non-paved area.  Mr. Staudohar said they were 

not looking to pave it.  It might be gravel.  There are storm water things that need to be done.  

Chairwoman Drummond asked about fluids that would leak.  Chairwoman Drummond asked if 

there was a copy of the code that the Board was supposed to be reviewing.  The Board looked at 

the different codes at this time.  After reading the frontage requirement for Route 82, 

Chairwoman Drummond asked what the frontage was for Klaus Garage.  Mr. Staudohar said it 

was 150 ft.  Going through the requirements of the one code, Mr. Staudohar said that they were 

going to put up a 6’ high privacy fence along the property that would face the residential area 

together with landscaping.  The Board continued going through the codes and definitions to 

make sure that all requirements are being met.  Mr. Ahsan asked for the DMV information on the 

different licenses that were acquired from Klaus Garage.  Chairwoman Drummond said that the 

Board needs to know the actual work that was done by the former owner because if he only sold 
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one car a year is that an automobile sales facility.  That would be part of the Board’s 

interpretation and they would need the information of what was previously done.  Mr. Lawrence 

explained that he called the DMV up when he purchased the business and told them that he 

would like to transfer the licenses.  All transfers of the licenses were done by phone.  If they 

were not in place, the DMV would have to come and inspect the premises.  That did not happen.  

Mr. Staudohar will get the information for the Board that when Mr. Lawrence purchased the 

business it was a continuation of what was there prior.  Mr. Staudohar said that they were before 

this Board tonight because they weren’t able to do what they initially which is a coffee drive-

thru.  That leaves Plan C.  The business is doing very well.  They would like to put the building 

up and make this a great place for people to get their cars fixed.  It is a pre-existing, non-

conforming use.  They are looking to expand that use of both the repair facility and car sales.  

Mr. Lawrence is willing to invest all this money because he needs 4 more bays.  In order to do 

that, he needs to build a 4000 square foot building with the bays and the showroom.  Mr. Ahsan 

did not think the Board has all the information.  He suggests they come back for a review next 

month with all the information and the Board can move forward.  Mr. Lawrence felt that the 

Board is looking for information on how long this business has been registered as a dealer.  

Chairwoman Drummond asked how long have the cars been in the display area.  That is 

relatively new.  Mr. Lawrence said when he bought the place there were various spots where cars 

were parked.  He has pictures.  He had decided to gravel it.  The Town Engineer came and asked 

what was going on and he told him.  The Town Engineer told him to stop and Mr. Lawrence did.  

Chairwoman Drummond explained to Mr. Lawrence that anything this Board does must be in 

compliance and is at it should be.  Anything the Board allows Mr. Lawrence to do somebody 

else will ask for on another property.  The Board has to be careful that this is going to be a 

facility that all can be proud of.  Mr. Staudohar said that he has a list of what the Board is asking 

for and the only thing he has is information on registration as a dealer.  Mr. Ahsan said that the 

Board needs all the permits that Mr. Lawrence already has to make sure that whatever was 

allowed previously has been continued with the new owner.  The Board needs to have a paper 

trail.  Any photographs to supplement the information would be fine.  Chairwoman Drummond 

added that they need to ask the DMV for a record of the transactions themselves of the sales so 

the Board can get a sense of abundance of sales.  The Board would like to know when the retail 

permit was issued in the first place.  Dutchess County review did not consider current use of the 

building so is Mr. Lawrence saying the use of the building would be for Klaus Garage.  Mr. 

Staudohar said yes.  Chairwoman Drummond said that it would have to be submitted to Dutchess 

County for review.  Mr. Staudohar understood that, but they were not ready.  They wanted to 

come before this Board and discuss all this.  Chairwoman Drummond said that the Board will 

see them next month.  

 

 

ADJOURNMENT: 

MOTION to adjourn the Zoning Board meeting was made by Aziz Ahsan, seconded by 

James Meier.  Voted and carried unanimously.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lisa Anne Barach 

Meeting Secretary  


