MINUTES OF THE REGULAR ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING OF PISCATAWAY TOWNSHIP HELD ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 9, 2018.

The Regular Meeting of the Piscataway Zoning Board was called to order at 7:30 P.M. in the Department of Public Works Meeting Room, 505 Sidney Road, Piscataway, New Jersey, by Chairman Bleich.

Chairman Bleich stated:  IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE OPEN PUBLIC MEETING ACT, ADEQUATE NOTICE OF THIS MEETING WAS PROVIDED IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS:


*Posted on the bulletin board of the Municipal Building


  and made available through the Township Clerk;


*Notice published in the Courier News;


*Notice sent to The Star Ledger;


*Notice made available through the Township Librarians.

ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:  Kalpesh Patel, Ronald Nolan, Shawn Cahill, Jeff Tillery and Chairman Bleich
ABSENT:  Loretta Keimel, Roy O’Reggio, Steven Weisman 
Also present:
James Kinneally, Esq., Henry Hinterstein and Laura Buckley, recording secretary.
It was determined that a quorum was present by roll call.
4.    
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mr. Kinneally states that application # 9 on the agenda, 18-ZB-17V, Buddhist Worship Center, has been postponed to September 27, 2018, no further notice required. 
5.
18-ZB-21V

Delton Black




Bulk Variance





Block 205, Lot 22.01; Zone: R-7.5





1717 South 2nd Street





Applicant proposes to construct a new single family home.
VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-3b Accessory Building



Required – maximum size of an accessory building, 25 feet by 25 feet or 625 square 

feet



Proposed – an accessory building, 23 feet by 55 feet, for a total of 1,265 square feet
21-501 Required – 8 foot side yard setback for an accessory structure

Proposed – 5 foot side yard setback for an accessory structure (garage)

Required – 75 foot lot width

Proposed – 50 foot lot width (South 2nd Street) (existing)

Proposed – 33 foot lot width (Chestnut Place) (existing)

21-613 Required – 75 foot lot frontage

Proposed – 50 foot lot frontage (South 2nd Street) (existing)

Proposed – 33 foot lot frontage (Chestnut Place) (existing)

*Both driveways must be paved or an additional variance will be required per 21-1101.3 of the zoning ordinance.

**The existing fence with barbed wire must be removed or additional variances will be required.





Action to be taken prior to September 22, 2018
Delton Black, the applicant, is sworn in to testify on his behalf. He states that he would like to propose his residence in the Town of Piscataway. It will be located at 1717 South Second Street, block 205, lot 22.01. He would like to construct his primary residence there with a garage which has been a long time goal of his. He was able to acquire the property and now would like to build his home. There are some variances needed for setbacks on the side property that he would like to put the garage on. He needs variances for the side yard for the garage, lot width and lot frontage for what he would like to construct. With the 8’ side yard accessory structure setback, he will only have 5 feet to make the garage as big as he wants it. 
Mr. Black states that his engineer is here and would like to have him sworn in. Mr. James Mastanardy, 18 Malbourn Drive, Clark, NJ is sworn in and accepted as a professional engineer. Mr. Kinneally states to Mr. Hinterstein that this is an application the house meets the setback requirements. Mr. Hinterstein states that the house is fine, they need variances for the accessory structure setbacks, which is more intense. Lot width for the T-portion of the lot and for the size of the accessory structure; there are no issues with the home itself, the issue is the garage. 

Mr. Mastanardy states that there are two variances; one is for the 50 foot width of the property instead of the 75 for the zone and the other is the side yard setback for the accessory structure where they need 8 feet and are proposing 5 feet. He states that they meet every other setback, the 60 feet front yard from the garage, the rear yard and the height requirement. In reference to the garage, they need the 5 foot setback so the garage can be 23 feet wide because if it is any smaller, they couldn’t fit two cars in there side by side. This will be Mr. Delton’s primary home, he would like to be able to use the garage to park his vehicles instead of on the street. 
Mr. Delton states that he did have a car stolen from the property and has a police report; he lost a lot of money and would like the garage to put his and his mother’s cars in; it’s not the best area. Mr. Kinneally states that the size of the garage is about twice of what is permitted. Mr. Mastanardy states that the length is double, not the width and that is so Mr. Black can put his vehicles in there with his boat. Mr. Delton states that his boat is 33 feet and with the trailer it is 37 feet. He would like to be able to put the boat in there instead of having to pay for storage of the boat in the off season. The boat could fit in the rear and the cars in the front side by side; there will be parking in front of the garage also. 
Mr. Mastanardy states that he will also be testifying as a planner; he has been licensed since 1989. Mr. Kinneally asks what planning testimony he would like to put on the record. Mr. Mastanardy states that he doesn’t see any detriments to the Master Plan or the zoning plan. The setbacks in the areas for buildings are 25 feet and nearly every house on the street except for the one to the south, is back within 25 feet of the street. He believes as the accessory structure is set back 60 feet it doesn’t cause a detriment to the surrounding properties. Should this lot remain vacant, you can’t build a house on there, it wouldn’t fit it. This side of the lot is only 33 feet in width and it would be a detriment if it remained vacant for the home owner to maintain it since it is 200 in length. Mr. Mastanardy believes it is a good use for this side of the lot.
Mr. Kinneally states that the garage is larger than most of the homes in the area; Mr. Delton states that the depth is, not the width. Mr. Mastanardy states that he doesn’t have the sizes of the homes in front of him, but the homes are more wide than deep. But the garage itself is only 18 feet high and won’t be a massive presence in the neighborhood and is also set back 60 feet from the property line. 
Chairman Bleich states that that doesn’t show any kind of hardship. Mr. Cahill states that he would like to put everything in his garage too, but there are rules to abide by. Mr. Mastanardy states that the bottom line is that he wants to store his boat and his cars in there. Mr. Cahill states that it is not a hardship wanting to store your boat inside. There are plenty of homes where you see blue tarps over them and they are stored outside. Mr. Black states that they are an eye-sore and wants to put it in the garage. Mr. Cahill states that the problem with this is that it sets a president so others will want to put up such a large structure and then we have a neighborhood that looks like a warehouse. 
Mr. Mastanardy states that in reference to a hardship, not to many other people in the neighborhood have boats. Where would you store the boat on his property if not in the garage? Mr. Black states that the marina charges $7,000 a year to store the boat. Mr. Kinneally states that he doesn’t believe a financial aspect is a hardship under the land use law. Mr. Black states that he would like to store it and be able to work on it in the garage also; he does a lot of hands on work to it. Mr. Mastanardy states that if it’s not a hardship then let’s look at it for what it is. It’s only 18 feet high, set back 60 feet and it’s not a massive presence in the neighborhood. It is well situated he believes to accommodate his boat and doesn’t cause a detriment; it is behind all of the houses on the block besides one. 
Mr. Chadwick states that they don’t see an issue putting it in the backyard of the home? Most places have the garage either attached to the home or in the back of the home; why can’t they put it in the back. To him it’s a self created hardship because they want to do this, there is no real justification for the side yard setbacks and the size. The storage issue is the size; the Township ordinance is very liberal with the size of the accessory structure that is allowed and they want to double it. 
Mr. Mastanardy states that it is not a massive structure and sits way back from the property line. Mr. Hinterstein states that he disagrees; they squeezed it in to a little lot and says that it works with the configuration. Typically, a garage typically is behind a home and again, that would alleviate your side yard setback variances. But the issue is that they are double what is allowed so he doesn’t see how you can justify to double what the ordinance allows. Mr. Mastanardy states that if there is another configuration that the Board would like to see, they can maybe move it and angle it 90 degrees. Mr. Black states that they tried another way but once they put the house there, the driveway entrance to the side of the house very narrow because a lot of neighbors have taken his land and he is not going to move back their fences. There are a lot of trees there and had to move the house over to fit it, that is why he wants the garage on the other side of the property with the second entrance. 
Mr. Kinneally states he is the Board attorney, he is not a voting member, but what he is hearing is that he would not get a favorable vote from anyone on the Board this evening and we still have not heard from the public. After it is open to the public, it is his recommendation that they ask for an adjournment and come back with a smaller proposed accessory structure. The Board is not going to negotiate with the applicant hear tonight, so they should come back with a revised plan for the Board to review prior to the next hearing. 
Chairman Bleich opens it up to the public:
1.  William & Emma Knight, 207 Chestnut Place, are sworn in. Mr. Knight states that it is too close put anything in there. When he looks at the lot, he has groundhogs and everything running around. Mrs. Knight states that it is too narrow. If they put up a large garage there, her house is about 4 feet in the back of her house. He has a lot of equipment, a boat standing in front of the driveway. Mr. Cahill asks what kind of equipment. Mrs. Knight states four box trailers, flatbed trucks, two pickup trucks and is storing stuff on the property too. Mr. Knight states that the boat is half way covered, wood, furniture and other stuff. They have been there over 45 years, if they are putting cars and trucks in 
there it’s too close to their house. They have complained to the Town several times about the upkeep and the storing of equipment on the property. Mr. Cahill states that they agree that it is too big for the site. Mr. Kinneally states that they will give them a date tonight for them to come back to the Board. 

Mr. Kinneally asks Mr. Black what kind of business he has; he states general construction. He asks Mr. Black if he will be storing his equipment on the property; he states he will not. Mr. Black states that he did have violations for the property and had been to court for it and it was taken care of. He states that there is one container with tools in it. He did pass the property this morning and agrees it needs to be cleaned up. He owns a landscaping company also and will take care of the property. He states that he has somewhere else where he keeps his trucks and equipment and has a two-year lease. Mr. Kinneally asks where he stores the equipment; Mr. Black states in Plainfield and has been in there for seven (7) months.
Mr. Hinterstein states that he thinks there should be a deed restriction put on the property so you can’t store any commercial equipment or vehicles on the property if they accept the revised proposal and plans. They will adjourn the application for September 13, 2018; this is the notice.
6.
18-ZB-24V
Michael & Brenda Malinosky



Bulk Variance




Block 2007, Lot 9.01, Zone R-10




23 Harmony Street

Applicant is seeking a bulk variance to construct a detached garage.

VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-3b Accessory Building



Required – maximum size of an accessory building, 25 feet by 25 feet



Proposed – an accessory building, 20 feet by 28 feet
21-501 Required – minimum lot area 10,000 square feet

Proposed – lot area 8,750 square feet (existing)



Required – 100 foot lot width 



Proposed – 87.5 foot lot width (existing)



Required – 35 foot front yard setback



Proposed – 19.9 foot front yard setback (existing)



Required – maximum building coverage 20 percent



Proposed – 22.2 percent building coverage

21-613

Required – 100 foot lot frontage

Proposed – 87.5 foot lot frontage (existing)



Action to be taken prior to October 3, 2018

Michael Malinosky, the applicant, is sworn in to testify. William Hollows, 192 Central Avenue, NJ, Engineer and land surveyor, is also sworn in to testify. Mr. Hollows states that Mr. Malinosky owns the property on 23 Harmony Street. Mr. Hollows has a color rendering (A-1) of sheet 1 of 2 that was handed in to the Board for review.  The property is located on the south side of Harmony Street, just west of Harper; it is a nice residential area. The driveway on the property is a little driveway that 
comes off of Harmony street which can only park two cars. Mr. Hollow states that the property is in the R-10 zone, it is 87.5 feet wide and 100 feet deep; the lot doesn’t comply with the lot width, lot frontage and the lot area. Another existing condition is that the house is only 19 feet off of the property line.  The applicant would like to build a garage were the existing shed is right now; the proposed garage is 20 feet by 28 feet. It would meet the side yard and rear yard setbacks. They would like to put up another shed, and 8 x 10, on the other side of the back yard since they will be removing the shed that is existing. The other improvement to the site would be a driveway that would go back to the new proposed garage. 
Mr. Hollow states that they are seeking two new variances, One being the size of the garage where 25 feet by 25 feet is allowed. The reason they want to do a 20’ by 28’ is because if they did a 25’ by 25’ they would backing up into the house; it configures itself better to the property being a 20’ by 20’ garage. The other variance they are seeking is building coverage where 20% is permitted, they are proposing 21.6%. If the lot was conforming at 10,000 square feet, they would only be at 19% building coverage and not have to be in front of the Board. 
Mr. Chadwick states that the variance for coverage on the application states 22.2%, how did he come up with 21.6%. Mr. Hollow states that he has it at 21.6%. Mr. Hinterstein states that according to the zoning officer, everything on the property with the proposed garage comes out to 22.2%.  Mr. Hollow states that he has included everything and has come up with 21.6% for his calculations. Mr. Kinneally asks if they would be willing to live with the 21.6% as Mr. Hollow has states; they agree to the 21.6%.
Mr. Chadwick states that if they 22.2% is correct, they will have to take about two feet off of the garage to make it to 21.6%; or the shed. Mr. Kinneally asks Mr. Malinosky if he has a landscaping business; no he does not. He states that he is looking to buy a longer truck, extended cab with an 8 foot bed, and wants to be able to put the truck in the garage. He wants the shed also so he can put the outside lawn equipment in there so it doesn’t take up all of the room in the garage. He has lived there for 35 years and would like the added space. He will not be operating any kind of business from his home or garage. 

Public portion opened:
1. Mr. Donald Smith, 25 Harmony Street, is sworn in. He states he lives next door and behind them is all green acres with all woods; that is why people live there because they enjoy the view. He states that the house on the other side of them, the people died, and the kids have it and are trying to sell it. There is a lady that is going to buy it and she’s not here because they aren’t telling her that he wants to put up this garage right along her property line and block here view of the whole park. Mr. Smith states that he spoke with the realtor and the realtor said that the view is the reason that she wants to buy the house; he wanted to get in touch with the attorney to let them know about the variance application but was not given the information. He states that the kids selling the property told him not to say anything, they wanted the sale to go through. He says that the garage will block out their entire view of the park. 

Mr. Kinneally asks Mr. Hinterstein if the setbacks of the garage are conforming; yes they are. Mr. Chadwick states that that is not a variance, it is where it is allowed to be. Mr. Smith states that most people build a garage on the side of their house, so when this lady comes out she is going to see the garage in her backyard. Mr. Hinterstein states that there is nothing behind her house, so she would still be able to see. Mr. Chadwick states that they are getting into an area where the Board or Mr. Smith can do anything. He states that you came here (Mr. Smith) sort of on behalf of a future purchaser who is not here and the people that are selling the property asked you not to interfere, he doesn’t think that this is the platform for this. Mr. Smith states that he owner who is selling the house never received a notice. Mr. Kinneally states that the applicant served notice to all of the owner’s on the 200 foot list. 
Mr. Smith states that the garage is 18 feet high and will be bigger than her house, it’s only a ranch. Mr. Kinneally states that that is the height that is allowed for a garage. Mr. Smith would like to know how far from the property lines; Mr. Kinneally states that are allowed 8 feet and they conform with all of the setback requirements. Public portion closed.
MOTION was made by Mr. Cahill to Approve the application, second by Mr. Tillery. ROLL CALL VOTE:  Mr. Cahill, Mr. Nolan, Mr. Tillery, Kalpesh Patel and Chairman Bleich voted yes on the motion. 

7.
18-ZB-25V
Marlon Aguilar



Bulk Variance




Block 6914, Lot 7, Zone R-10




422 Plainfield Avenue




Applicant proposes to a deck, pool and fence within the front yard setback of a 


home on a corner lot. 
VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-501 Required – 35 foot front yard setback

Proposed – 28.10 foot front yard setback (deck) (Wade Street)

Proposed – 23.10 foot front yard setback (steps) (Wade Street)

Required – 25 foot rear yard setback

Proposed – 24.5 foot rear yard setback (deck)

Proposed – 19.5 foot rear yard setback (steps)

Required – 8 foot rear yard setback for an accessory structure

Proposed – 3 foot rear yard setback for an accessory structure (shed)

21-606
Required – at the intersection of two or more streets, no fence higher than 2 ½ feet shall be permitted within the sight triangle

 

Proposed – a portion of the fence is located within the sight triangle 
21-618 Required – on a corner lot, a swimming pool shall not be constructed any closer than the required setback for front yards (35 feet)

Proposed – a pool constructed 13.69 feet from the property line (Wade Street)

21-619.1 Required – in any residential district, no wall or fence located within the front yard setback line shall consist of no more than 50 percent solid material and/or exceed 4 feet in height

Proposed – a 6 foot solid fence located 2 feet from the property line (Wade Street)




Action to be taken prior to October 5, 2018

Marlon Aguilar, the applicant, is sworn in to testify on his own behalf. He states that he is on a corner lot and has two frontages. He would like to put up a 6’ privacy fence, deck and an above ground pool in the yard for his family. The main street is Plainfield Avenue and the secondary street is Wade Street. Mr. Kinneally asks if had an opportunity to review the staff report; yes he has. Mr. Kinneally states that in the first paragraph, #1, he has the fence in what is called a site triangle; on a corner property it protects motorists and doesn’t impede their view. Mr. Aguilar knows it is a major issue; he has two daughters and they use that space. He would like to avoid the site triangle. 

Mr. Hinterstein states that it’s not just the site triangle, the fence should be 35 feet from the property line and he (Aguilar) has it proposed right on the property line. He would like him to come up with a compromise as to where the fence will be located; he offered him a suggestion which is a 5’ foot 50% solid fence where a 4 foot 50% solid is required. Mr. Aguilar states that there are a few houses that do have a 6 foot fence on a corner. Mr. Kinneally asks if he knows if they are legal; he does not. Mr. Kinneally states that if they aren’t legal than we can’t consider them. Mr. Aguilar states that he wants a privacy fence because his house was vandalized and things were stolen. The home was abandoned for a long time before he purchased it and he is trying to keep it up. 
Mr. Kinneally states that he has two options; one is to do a 5 foot 50% solid fence on the property line or you can move the 6 foot privacy fence back 10 feet from the right-of-way line. Mr. Hinterstein thinks that 10 feet would be a good compromise to move it out of the site triangle and away from the property line. In reference to the deck that it is the front yard setback; it is a large deck. He thinks that he deck should be done to 8 or 10 feet closer to the house. There needs to be some compromise from the Town and from the applicant; it is a nice design but it is a corner lot and there are setbacks. 
Mr. Aguilar states that he could go 10 feet back from the property line with the  6 foot privacy fence; the deck should be back two feet to 10 feet wide instead of 12 feet. Chairman Bleich opens the public portion/closed.
MOTION was made by Mr. Cahill to Approve the application, second by Mr. Nolan. ROLL CALL VOTE:  Mr. Cahill, Mr. Nolan, Mr. Tillery, Kalpesh Patel and Chairman Bleich voted yes on the motion. 

8.
18-ZB-29V
Artur Kotula-App.




Bulk Variance




Block 8504, Lot 30, Zone: R-10




22 Rebecca Place




Applicant proposes to construct a second story addition with open front porch 


and install a fence within a sewer easement to an existing single family home. 

VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-501 Required – minimum lot area 10,000 square feet

Proposed – lot area 9,321 square feet (existing)

Required – 100 foot lot width

Proposed – 75 foot lot width (existing)

Required – 35 foot front yard setback

Proposed – 26.96 foot front yard setback (porch)

Required – 10 foot side yard setback

Proposed – 9.4 foot side yard setback (existing and proposed)

21-601 Required – no open space, municipal drainage way, right-of-way or easement contiguous to any building shall be encroached upon or reduced in any manner

Proposed- a fence located over a storm sewer easement (existing)

21-613 Required – 100 foot lot frontage

Proposed – 75 foot lot frontage (existing)

24-702.3(d)
Required – an enclosed parking space must measure at least 12 feet in width by 20 feet in length



Proposed – a garage 14.42 feet in width by 19.25 feet in length (existing)


Action to be taken prior to October 26, 2018

Artur Kotula, the applicant, is sworn in to testify on his own behalf. He would like to propose a two story addition to an existing single story home and a one story opened porch. The lot is undersized and the house is in the front yard setback already causing a hardship. Mr. Kinneally asks Mr. Hinterstein if all of the variances are existing. Mr. Hinterstein states that he believes so, but to note that the fence is within an easement and if for some reason that fence needs to be removed by the Township the cost for removal and replacement is up to the applicant. Public portion opened/closed. 
MOTION was made by Mr. Cahill to Approve the application, second by Mr. Patel. ROLL CALL VOTE:  Mr. Cahill, Mr. Nolan, Mr. Tillery, Kalpesh Patel and Chairman Bleich voted yes on the motion. 

10.
18-ZB-27/28V
Fox & Foxx Development, LLC-Vote Only 9/13





Site Plan, Use and Bulk Variances





Block 1401, Lot 5; Zone: BP-II





19 Stelton Road





Applicant proposes to construct a three story mixed use building.








VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-501 Required – use permitted in the Business Professional (BP-II) zone

Proposed – use not permitted in zone (retail/commercial use & apartments) *



Required – maximum building height of 35 feet



Proposed – building height of 41.3 feet *

21-701 Required - maximum density of 15 residential units per acre

Proposed – density of 17 residential units per acre (for garden apartments) *

21-1202.3
Required – a free-standing sign located a minimum of 25 feet from the street line 



Proposed – a free-standing sign located 8 feet from the street line
* A use variance is required for the proposed use, height and density.

** A fence must be installed around the proposed basin or an additional variance will be required per 21-622 of the zoning ordinance.




Action to be taken prior to October 1, 2018




Attorney: Kevin Morse

Kevin Morse, Attorney, is here to represent the applicant. Court stenographer present; transcripts are on file in the Community Development Office. The public portion is closed. The applicant will be heard for a vote only on September 13, 2018. 
11.
18-ZB-30
Colgate-Palmolive Company-Vote 9/13


18-ZB-31V
Conditional Use/Bulk Variances




Block 11701, Lot 16.05; Zone: ER




909 River Road




Applicant proposes the installation of solar panel arrays in surface parking lot 


and roof parking structures.
VARIANCES REQUIRED:

21-501

Required – maximum height of an accessory structure 25 feet

Proposed – an accessory structure 47.83 feet in height (height of 4th level of parking deck with panels plus elevator penthouse)

21-1014.3a
Required – solar panels shall not exceed a height of 8 inches above the rooftop


Proposed – solar panels 10 inches above the rooftop *


Required – rooftop arrays shall only be located on the principal structure


Proposed – arrays located on an accessory structure (parking garage) *

21-1014.3b(4)
Required – ground arrays not to exceed a height of 10 feet in non-residential zones


Proposed – ground arrays 13 feet in height *
21-1014.4f
Required – structures supporting solar panels in parking lots shall not exceed 10 feet in height 

Proposed – solar support structure 13 feet in height 

Required – structures supporting solar panels in parking lots shall not cover or obstruct any parking access aisles

Proposed – access aisles on the uppermost deck of the parking garage will be covered by solar panels
* All of the conditions of the conditional use standards have not been met.  A use variance is required per N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70d(3).





Action to be taken prior to October 25, 2018




Attorney: Sandy Galacio

Sandy Galacio, Attorney, is here to represent the applicant. Court stenographer present; transcripts are on file in the Community Development Office. The public portion is closed. The applicant will be heard for a vote only on September 13, 2018. 
12.
ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS FROM THE REGULAR MEETING OF JULY 12, 2018.
(a) 18--ZB-18V
Nilo Verdadero
(b) 18-ZB-26V
Ripal Patel 18-ZB-29V


      (c) 18-ZB-20V
Performance Building Ent., LLC
ROLL CALL VOTE:  Shawn Cahill, Jeff Tillery and Chairman Bleich
13.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES FROM THE REGULAR MEETING OF JULY 12, 2018


MOTION was made by Mr. Tillery to adopt the minutes; second by Chairman Bleich. 


ROLL CALL VOTE:  Mr. Cahill, Mr. Tillery, and Chairman Bleich vote yes on the motion.

14.
ADJOURNMENT

MOTION was made by Mr. Patel to Adjourn the meeting; second by Mr. Tillery. All in favor:
Mr. Cahill, Mr. Patel, Mr. Tillery and Chairman Bleich vote yes.
NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING IS SEPTEMBER 13, 2018 AT 7:30PM

The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 P.M.
Respectfully Submitted,
Laura A. Buckley
Zoning Board Recording Secretary for Shawn Cahill, Secretary
I certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Minutes from the Regular Meeting of August 9, 2018, same having been fully adopted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment of Piscataway on September 13, 2018.
_______________________________



Shawn Cahill, SECRETARY


______________________________

Allan Bleich, CHAIRMAN  
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