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BELMAR — After hearing an amended version of an ordinance that would eliminate the age 
restriction on renovated accessory dwelling units at the May 2 council meeting, here, 
Councilwoman Claire Deicke voted no. 

The rest of the council members voted in favor of introducing the amended ordinance. 

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 old or older. The ordinance does not apply to someone with an 
accessory dwelling unit who does not wish to renovate their home. 

Robert Forte, a resident of Eighth Avenue, is one of four people who have taken advantage of the 
age restriction since it came into effect in 2008. 

Mr. Forte said he wanted to renovate his garage and add a bathroom in his house. In doing so, he 
added on the age restriction to his back house in 2010, thinking renting to someone 62 or older 
would not be too difficult, he said. 

But, Mr. Forte said he was wrong. 

It took Mr. Forte four months to rent his cottage in the back, he said.  

“There is no market for senior citizens” because there are condos and rental units available for 
them, Mr. Forte said. Senior citizens also often decide to relocate to places like Florida, where it 
is warmer, he added. 

After experiencing the effect the age restriction had on his property, Mr. Forte believes it is a 
disincentive for home owners to fix the property.  

The amended ordinance, Mayor Matthew Doherty said, would eliminate that disincentive by 
removing the age requirement. 

However, when it came before the town council at its April 18 meeting, residents raised concerns 
about the ordinance’s language, specifically regarding how accessory dwelling structure was 
defined.  

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



Residents were concerned the language allowed additional accessory dwelling units, meaning a 
habitable residential dwelling unit other than the primary one, to be created, even though Mayor 
Matthew Doherty repeatedly assured residents the ordinance would not allow it.  

Residents were also concerned about the type of people that would be attracted to the accessory 
dwelling units if the age restriction was lifted, such as group renters and illegal immigrants. 

As a result, the council decided to table the ordinance, so it could review it further. 

This led to an amended version of the ordinance, which was introduced at the meeting on May 2.  

Under the amended version of the ordinance, the word “existing” has been added in two places 
to address residents’ concerns about the language. For instance, the accessory dwelling unit 
definition was amended to read “a habitable residential dwelling unit contained in an existing 
accessory dwelling structure.”  

When the council voted on the ordinance at its first reading, Councilwoman Deicke was the only 
one to vote against the amended ordinance.  

While Councilwoman Deicke is in favor of lifting the age restriction for accessory dwelling 
units, she does not believe the amended ordinance addresses the residences’ concerns. 

According to the councilwoman, there are very few additions to the amended ordinance. 

Also, “there is no protection offered,” she said. 

Councilwoman Deicke said she is looking for protection against overcrowding and people who 
do not respect the borough’s laws.  

The councilwoman said she will investigate if there are any borough ordinances that will offer 
such protections. 

Lifting the age restriction “could work for both groups,” she said, referring to residents and those 
who wish to rent the accessory dwelling units. 

The council will hear public comments on the ordinance before voting on it at the June 6 
meeting. 

	  


