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BELMAR — The Belmar Council decided to table an ordinance that would amend the age requirement for 
renovated accessory dwelling units pending further review. 

The decision came after several residents raised concerns about the amendment’s impact on the town at the 
council meeting on April 18. Residents were specifically concerned about the language surrounding the word 
“dwelling,” and were afraid the current language would allow residents to add accessory dwelling units, or 
habitable residential dwelling units, other than the primary one. 

Mayor Matthew Doherty assured residents the ordinance does not allow for any additional accessory 
dwelling units to be created.  

As the ordinance currently stands, residents that have an accessory dwelling unit who wish to renovate their 
primary home must either tear down the accessory dwelling unit or rent it to someone who is 62 years or 
older. The ordinance does not apply to someone with an accessory dwelling unit who does not wish to 
renovate their home. 

However, under the new ordinance, there would be no age requirement. 

“Being forced to tear down your back house or rent to a person 62 years or older is a disincentive [for 
renovating],” said Mayor Doherty.  

Eliminating the age requirement eliminates the disincentive, he said. 

The amendment, as it is currently written, has raised concerns for residents, who fear it will enable people to 
build additional dwelling units, as well as attract more summer renters and illegal immigrants. 

Resident Anne Conton said the way the ordinance is currently structured allows a single-family structure to 
be converted into a two-family one because the ordinance does not define accessory dwelling structure well.  

An accessory dwelling structure, as defined in the proposed ordinance, is a “structure containing not more 
than one dwelling unit that is located on the same lot as a main dwelling structure.” 

Ms. Conton said this could mean a garage could fit into that definition.  

This could cause more density and overcrowding — a problem Belmar already faces, she said. 

And while she understands restricting who can rent a house violates a person’s freedoms, Ms. Conton said 
the town must balance the right of property owners and residents with those of developers, who are only 
concerned with the monetary aspect. 

Ms. Conton believes leaving the age restriction in place could only benefit Belmar. It will “look after” senior 
citizens who might not be able to afford living in the area after they stop working, she said.  



And, it will not decrease the quality of living for residents who, with the age restriction eliminated, would be 
susceptible to listening to “drunk, rowdy parties,” she added. 

Resident Tom Dilberger also believes the age restriction should not be eliminated. Mr. Dilberger is not as 
concerned with the group renters that “produce animal houses” as he is with illegal immigrants, he said. 

Mr. Dilberger said once landlords start putting money into their backhouses, they will start renting to illegal 
immigrants, who will subdivide the house even further.  

In turn, those illegal immigrants will have children they will send to Belmar Elementary School and “not pay 
a penny for it,” he said. 

Resident David Schneck disagreed. 

Mr. Schneck said illegal immigrants, and whether they are illegal or not, is a federal issue, but those living 
here do not seem to be hurting the town.  

As for group renters, Mr. Schneck said people should be responsible for their own actions. 

If the tenants are participating in lewd behavior, excessive noise or overcrowding, it is a matter for the police 
department, Mr. Schneck said. 

“The town should not limit people’s freedom based on a hunch that people of a certain age behave in a 
certain way,” he added. 

Council members tabled the ordinance and anticipate bringing it back for a vote at the town council meeting 
on May 2.  

	  


