
  
 

    
1161 Broad Street, Suite 110                                                                                                            Michael J. Convery, Esq. 

Shrewsbury, New Jersey 07702 

Phone: (732) 945-3620 

Email: mconvery@mjclegal.net 

 

  February 18, 2022 

 

VIA EMAIL ONLY(administrator@dealborough.com) 

Stephen R. Carasia, Administrator 

Borough of Deal 

190 Norwood Avenue 

Deal, New Jersey 07723 

 

Re: Nathalie Vilinsky 

15 Poplar Avenue, Block 13, Lot. 11.01 

Zoning Permit Review 

 

Dear Mr. Carasia:  

 

 I am in receipt of the “Revised” plot plan for 15 Poplar Avenue, dated February 3, 2022, as well 

as the February 8, 2022 Memorandum to you from Denis M. Higgins of Leon S. Avakian, Inc., Consulting 

Engineers for the Borough of Deal.    In his correspondence, Mr. Higgins opines that the submission “is 

acceptable as submitted for compliance with bulk zoning regulations for the Residential Zoned District R-

2” implying that no variances are required necessitating application to the Planning Board (acting as a 

board of adjustment). 

 

 You should be advised that according to our consulting planner Peter G. Steck, P.P. the submission 

in incomplete and requires variance relief contrary to the review of Mr. Higgins in his February 8, 2022 

correspondence to you regarding “Coverage and Grading Review.”   A short summary of Mr. Steck’s 

findings are listed below which conflict with the findings of Mr. Higgins: 

 

1. The February 3, 2022 Plot Plan by Matrix New World Engineering is not consistent with 

previously filed architectural plans by Bohn Architecture & Design, P.C. dated February 17, 2021.  

For instance, the pergola shown in the architectural plans is not shown on the plot plan. 
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2. The Plot Plan is accompanied by a separate letter dated January 3, 2022 from Matrix New World 

Engineering purportedly to clarify impervious surface calculations.   This accompanying letter is 

not signed or sealed by a licensed engineer.  It does not verify that water areas have been deducted 

from the lot area.  It does not indicate that roof areas (including roof overhangs) were calculated 

rather than just the building footprints. 

 

3. The subject property is a nonconforming lot with inadequate frontage that requires relief from the 

Planning Board in accordance with Section 30-48 of the Development Regulations. 

 

4. As a nonconforming flag lot, based on past interpretations both the sports court and the proposed 

dwelling violate the minimum front yard setback requirement. 

 

5. The proposed upper level deck in the rear of the dwelling requires variance relief.  

 

6. Because a driveway for the adjacent Lot 7 in Block 13 is on the subject property, variance relief 

under N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70d. is required as this driveway constitutes a second principal use that is 

being intensified as a result of the construction of a larger dwelling. 

 

7. Improvements are proposed within the floodway which are not permitted under Ordinance 19-

4.4-2(c). 

 

8. The three required parking spaces are all stacked spaces (one behind the other) and extend into 

the front yard requiring variance relief for this encroachment. 

 

As we understand that Mr. Higgins’ Memorandum does not constitute an “official determination” from 

the zoning administrative officer of the Borough of Deal, we consequently await your “official 

determination” Please be advised that it is my client’s intention to appeal any decision of the Borough of 

Deal’s administrative zoning officer which disregards our position herein.    

 

 

      Very truly yours, 

         

 
      MICHAEL J. CONVERY 

      For the Firm 

  

MJC:md 

cc: Richard Dweck 

      Peter Steck 

      John T. Bazzurro, Esq.  


