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Zoning Board of Adjustment 
Wednesday, February 9, 2011
MINUTES REVISED
Andrew Kohut.  Zoning Board Attorney
PRESENT: Harold DeYoung, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Ronald Black, Valerie Costa, Mark Skerbetz Zoning Officer
Absent:  Robert Teunisen, Vince D’Amore, Peter Ng, James Levis, Thomas Lawler, Robert Schlossberg.
Meeting called to order by Chairman De Young at 8:00pm

Flag Salute
Sunshine Statement
Open Public Meetings Act – Adequate notice of this meeting has been provided by sending notices on December 24, 2010 to the Ridgewood News and on December 24, 2010 to the Bergen Record and by positioning on the bulletin board in the lobby of the Borough Hall and by filing notice of same with the Municipal Clerk.  For safety sake I would like to remind all members of the public who are here that there are three emergency exits clearly marked one to my left, one to my right and then a rear exit behind you.

AGENDA

REORGANIZATION

Chairman DeYoung – I would like to have a nomination for the Zoning Board Attorney.

Al Ruhlmann – I will nominate the law firm Wells, Jaworski, & Liebman, seconded by Ron Black.

ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Nomination is approved.

Chairman DeYoung – Andrew Kohut will represent that firm

Andrew Kohut – On behalf of the board I would like to thank the board for re-nominating us to the Board of Adjustment and I welcome Valerie to the board.

Chairman DeYoung – I need a nomination for Chairman 

Ron Black I would like to nominate Harry DeYoung to continue, seconded by Lyle Cookson.

ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Nomination is approved.

Chairman DeYoung – We need a nomination for Vice Chairman.

Ron Black – I would like to nominate Peter Ng as Vice Chairman, seconded by Al Ruhlmann.

ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Nomination is approved.

Chairman DeYoung – We need a nomination for Board Secretary.

Al Ruhlmann – I will nominate Ron Black for Board Secretary, seconded by Lyle Cookson.

ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Nomination is approved.

NEW BUSINESS

2011-01 – Keith & Mary Kulin, 225 Monroe Avenue, Block 703/Lot 8, Construct an addition, enclose existing back porch & extend garage.

Chairman DeYoung – Reads from letter of denial and swears in applicant.

Andrew Kohut – I just want to point out we only have five board members, usually we have seven and four votes out of seven, since there are only five board members you will need three affirmative vote.  It is your choice to wait.

Chairman DeYoung – Please tell us what you want to do.

Keith Kulin – This is my architect Adam.

Andrew Kohut – Adam are you licensed in the state of New Jersey and tell us a little about yourself

Adam – I graduated with a Bachelor of Art Degree from the University Cincinnati and a Masters Degree.  I am registered in 3 states, New Jersey, New York and Ohio.  I have testified before Zoning Boards and Planning Boards in Jersey City, Newark and Montclair.

Andrew Kohut – May we have your last name?

Adam Womelsdorf, 20 Belgrade Terrace, West Orange, New Jersey.

Adam Womelsdorf I will pass these out to show what the house looks like.  

Andrew Kohut – We will make that as A1.

Adam Womelsdorf – It also has floor plans that show the layout of the house as it exists right now.  We are looking for 4 variances on the design that we are proposing.  The primary reason in general for the request for the variances is that we are on an undersized lot.  

The required lot size in this district is 7500 square feet; the lot as it exists today is only 6240 square feet.  It is one of the classic River Edge smaller lots.  The house as it exists right now is slightly under the maximum coverage, 1430 square feet, which is just a little over 100 square feet under what the maximum would be.  We are proposing to add 345 square feet to the foot print of the house.  We are doing this for a number of reasons.  The house as it is originally designed, if you look at the floor plan A2 you can see in today’s market the kitchen on the house it is more like an apartment kitchen and there is no way to expand that kitchen because it exists on the opposite side of the house of the garage and a lot of formal rooms in between it.  We had to take an approach of gutting the back of the house with the first floor.  To bring it up to today’s standards we added a connection between the garage and the house, and internal connection.  As it exists right now you would have to leave the garage through the garage door, there is not a door on the garage and walk out to the sidewalk and back up around to the front of the house.  There is a side entrance on the house, but it is on the other side of the house from the garage.  So the house really doesn’t function the way you would expect a house to function today.

So between that and the small lot we decided we had to add some square footage to the foot print.  What that does do for us is allows us to keep the character of the house.  If you look at the picture it is a one and a half story.  It is not a two-story box, like you see going up these days.  So we decided to keep a bedroom on the first floor, increase the size of the kitchen and the family room and just add a little space behind the garage.  Adding a space back there did a couple of things, it put us into that side yard setback.  The house as it exists right now, in regards to the side yard setback is already non-conforming, so we are extending that non-conforming use, but we are not making it worse.  We are over by an inch on the east side of the house and we are over by 14 inches on the west side of the house.  That condition does not increase it stays the same.  

The other area that we are proposing to add space is in front of the house, we are going to add a porch.  The owner is interested in having a working porch that is big enough for a table and a couple of chairs.  Because the garage is on the right side of the house, the center of the house is the part that is sticking out the furthest and the only place to put the porch is on the left side of the house.  There is a tiny nook there where there is an uncovered porch, but it is really just an entrance stoop.  We push that out a little bit; we were originally going to keep it even with the front of the house, so again we would not be making the front setback situation any worse.  In the end we decided to make it a workable porch, we had to go forward.  Right now the front of the house is non-conforming it is over 28 feet 9 inches, when 30 feet is needed.  We are proposing to come out another 2 ½ feet past that with the porch.  We are not pushing the house out, just the porch.  I know there is an ordinance in River Edge that allows the porch to extend into the front yard setback.  We are a little bit beyond that we have 55 square feet out front and I think the Ordinance is 35 feet.  We are kind of in the ballpark.  We decided to make the porch a little wider then that space, if you look at the elevations on A5.  We originally tried to make the porch just the width of the little entrance way in the front of the house, but it didn’t look right.  In the interest of have a nice façade we extended the porch made it a little bit wider, it comes over and it makes a frame around the closet window and it gives you a nicer elevation.  That is where the additional footage pertaining to the front yard.

In regards to the improved lot coverage the hard surface coverage, the existing house is already slightly over and we are going a little bit more over.  Again that is because the lot is so small.  We have decreased the size of the driveway we are moving the garage forward along the length of the driveway so the driveway is getting shorter and we are taking that space that we got back from the back patio.  The house currently does not have a patio.  We are filling out the square of the house, but not making any of these existing setbacks worse.

The intent of the design by increasing the footprint is that we don’t have to go up two stories; I think we ended up with a nice elevation, although it is not the same as the original house, it is very much in character and I think it will work very nicely on that street.  There are a lot of small houses on that street, and it keeps the charm of that part of the street.

Any questions?

Chairman DeYoung – The second variance you are asking for has to do with impervious surfaces and one of the main reasons for that is that water runs off drainage and you are providing for that?

Adam Womelsdorf – Yes we will have underground seepage pits.

Chairman DeYoung – Please explain that.

Adam Womelsdorf – The ones we are proposing they look like an airplane hanger, you dig down about 5 feet you put a gravel bed in there, you put the container down on top of that and you wrap it in G-O fabric so that it won’t eventually fill up and then take the leaders from the house and pipe it in to those and if there is a huge rain storm it will fill up and slowly run back into the groundwater.

Ron Black – Would you have that in both the front and the back.

Adam Womelsdort – I think we have 2 in the front and three in the back.

Lyle Cookson – On the front elevation it appears as an open porch so what he is projecting into the front yard it is going to be an open porch so what he is projecting into the front yard is going to be an open porch and it will remain that way?

Adam Womelsdorf – Yes.

Valerie Costa – I noticed that you have a bedroom on the first floor and a bedroom in the basement and then another bedroom on the top floor.  A bedroom on each floor.

Adam Womelsdorf – Yes.  The basement bedroom is already existing.  As the house as it exists right now there are two bedrooms up on the second floor, but they are not really bedrooms.  The ceiling is 7 feet and slops down from there so you can’t walk to the windows and it has a completely finished basement.  The idea was to keep the bedroom on the first floor, there is no other good use for it the way it is landlocked.  The owners wanted to have a master suite so it has to be on the second floor, there was nowhere else to put it and they needed another bedroom for the next few years so the basement seemed like the perfect place for building an egress window well and a small bathroom down there.  To put another bedroom upstairs would require so much space that we would lose the whole façade.  Then it would become a two-story house.

Keith Kulin – Originally, we bought the house in 2001 for myself and my wife Mary as a retirement home.  I grew up in River Edge in the interim we adopted two children and they come along with us and Marcos my son wanted his own bedroom and he wanted it downstairs.  And that is the reason for the bedroom downstairs.  The extension of the garage was so that we could have an entrance way into the house through the garage as a convenience.

Valerie Costa – I just wanted to know why you wanted a bedroom on each floor.

Keith Kulin – My daughter Justina wanted downstairs.

CLOSE THIS PORTION OF THE MEETING AND OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

No one stepped forward.

OPEN THIS PORTION TO THE BOARD

Any further questions?

Ron Black – There is no other existing structures on the property such as a shed?

Keith Kulin – No.

Chairman DeYoung – You do have an under sized piece of property.  The setback issues noted that it is being taken care of by these variances for the most part for existing conditions.  1.  It is going to be a longer wall and the impervious coverage’s the water runoff that is caused by that you are providing underground facilities to take care of that runoff so you are not anticipating any problems for neighbors or your own property with excess water.

Lyle Cookson makes a motion to accept the application as presented, seconded by Al Ruhlmann.

ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Approval on the application.

2011-02 Elena & James Munz, 278 Olympia Drive, Block 910/Loot 30, Add a level and 1st floor family room.

Chairman DeYoung Please come forward and swears in applicants and reads from letter of denial.

James Munz – We have been living in town for 5 years we are a growing family and we have two young daughters ages 7 and 4 ½ and we are looking to expand our family and we are at a point now where both our parents are in the process of retiring in the next few months and both are out of state.  We are a large family and a big part of this, our proposed plan a family room, which is a big factor with both points here from lot coverage.  At the present time both kids share a room and the plan for upstairs is for both girls to have their own room and hopefully another addition to the family.  The additional bedroom is for family that comes and stays a month at a time.  That is the idea of what we are trying to do.

Chairman DeYoung – I have a question, maybe for Mr. Skerbetz.  The additional coverage is that because the existing deck had not been counted as coverage.

Mark Skerbetz – No.  This is taking the place of the footprints of the deck. This is a roof structure and goes to lot coverage where a deck is just impervious coverage.  The actual side yard setback violation there is existing it is greater with the existing house then what they are proposing with the addition. 

Andrew Kohut – Why don’t you show them on the plan so they know what you are talking about.

Mark Skerbetz – The total side yard setback that exists now, is 13.2 feet.  What they are proposing is 16.41 feet so that is actually bringing it to about 3 feet for the new addition.  They are making it more conforming with our ordinance any new construction has to conform to today’s code standards.  

Ron Black – The family room is also called the great room correct?

James Munz – Yes.

Lyle Cookson – Mark, you said they are making it more conforming then it was, but they are not actually touching the existing one story dwelling.

Mark Skerbetz – That is correct.

CLOSE THIS PORTION OF THE MEETING TO THE BOARD

OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

No one stepped forward.

CLOSE TO THE PUBLIC

Al Ruhlmann I will make a motion the 2011-02 be approved as submitted, seconded by Ron Black.

ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Approval on the application.

2011-04 Raymond Otazu, 304 Continental Avenue, Block 310/Lot 17, Construct an addition. (36 Riverview Avenue, Lodi, NJ)

Chairman DeYoung – Reads from letter of denial and swears in applicant.

Chairman DeYoung – One thing that is bothering me when I look at your property and I look at your plan, your property is really a little larger than the average here in River Edge.  It is flat and square, except for a little section in the back you have a slope.  The goals you were looking for for living space in this new house on a piece of property like that – tell me how it came to be that you couldn’t devise a plan that didn’t offend either the setback or height ordinance here in town.

Raymond Otazu – I actually have a good answer for that because that is the whole reason for the project is the existing sub-level basement garage that we have.  I tried to build something off of that existing foundation to make is ecstatically pleasing.  We couldn’t come to that.  I was working with the architect at least two months, tried to come up with a design that would work.  The main reason why I needed the front yard setback is if I built off the existing foundation, utilizing the existing garage area on the 6th Avenue side.  That garage really threw a fork in the whole plans because there is no way to move it back without moving the telephone pole.  If you look at A3 this garage is existing as a one door garage, but it is relatively the same space.  We looked at moving that back and pushing it out, but there is no way to do it with the existing telephone pole.  So taking that into consideration, we decided to build off the existing foundation and if we did build off the existing foundation it would basically be an extended cape, with a recessed dormer on top to conform.  So that was the main reason why we opted to go for the variances.

Mark Skerbetz – I never saw the garage elevation and that would maybe impact the height of the building by definition.  Because the height is average 6 feet out from the building to all points of the foundation.  It would impact it upwards.

Ron Black – So would that bring this into conformance.

Mark Skerbetz – No. The height is the average distance between the peak of the roof and the grade 6 feet out from the foundation and all corners of the foundation.  So some parts could be higher than 30 feet, while other parts can be less than 30 feet.  During my review the elevation of the garage was never presented to me and that may impact the height.  It would impact it in some way.  How I am not sure.

Andrew Kohut – Is it possible it would add another foot?

Mr. Skerbetz – It would definitely not bring it down.  Now if you are talking 33 feet you need a use variance.

Mr. Otazu – My architect had read the new ordinance, and I believe it has changed, when we submitted it we realized that, they told me I could bring it down to the 30 feet.

Ron Black – The Planning Board spent a lot of time on the heights in this town in lowering it to 30 feet.

Mr. Orazu – I wouldn’t impact the structure or project lowering it to conform.

Mr. Skerbetz – There would have to be a re-calculation by your architect.  That is what I would need.  

Andrew Kohut – If you take the height from the grade 6 feet out.  Do you take into consideration if the garage how it is sub-level.  Do you go from where the ground level of the garage now.

Mr. Skerbetz – Yes.  The ordinance is very clear.  From the grade to the peak 6 feet out and whatever that is.  

Mr. Skerbetz – I would not be able to calculate that.  Do you want my opinion?  The applicant needs to talk to his architect.  The danger is here if you are 30 feet or more, which you might be and then it is a use variance, which is different criteria.

Andrew Kohut – You would need 5 affirmative votes.

Mr. Orazu – I am not an architect I guess I have to go back to my architect and figure out what the actual height is.  I know this is at the opposite end of the peak of the proposed roof.  You are talking about 7 or 8 feet at the peak of the roof by itself.  There is a likelihood that this would conform even if I have to lower a foot.

Mark Skerbetz – On the positive side if there is your setbacks already exist on the existing structure of the property.  You are enhancing that because you are building out in both directions.  As far as I can tell by your survey it looks like both front yard setbacks exist.  
Mr. Orazu – They both do exist with the exception of the kick outs, which I want to address, which was part of my aesthetic.

Mark Skerbetz – That would be for that, but you are not creating a less setback on either side, you are just taking what you have and going with it laterally is that correct?

Mr. Orazu – Yes.  I am actually reducing it by 2 feet as it goes further back.

Mr. Skerbetz – My recommendation is -----

Member – The existing setbacks one is almost 30 feet and the other one is just under 35 feet and the new ones he is coming 3 feet closer to the road on one side.

Mr. Skerbetz – On the chart the existing could be wrong.  I am looking at the existing outline of the existing house and the new structure is superimposed over that and from what I see on the survey the setbacks already exist.  That’s a different issue; you address that at the right time.  

Mr. Orazu – Is there any way we could address those issues now?

Chairman DeYoung – What I would suggest to you and the board, if you ask the board to continue this until the next meeting or even the meeting after that until such time when you have had time to sit down with your architect and go over this height issue and then we reschedule you for a future meeting.  You won’t have to go through this notice procedure again.  And come back with definitive measurements as far as the height and everything and at that point we could look at the whole application and have an accurate picture of what we are talking about with the height.  We can tell that this is a serious matter with us this height.  Whether we approve a variance or end up not having to approve a variance you could end up in compliance.  It will be an important matter for us and we need to make sure that we get it right.  If you want to ask us to continue it to a future meeting once you can resolve these questions with your architect.

Mr. Otazu – I will ask for a continuance. 

Chairman DeYoung – Does anyone on the board have a problem with that?

Mr. Otazu – I fully intend to comply with the height.  That was never my intention to exceed that regulation.

Mr. Chairman – And we appreciate that.  It would be the first time something happened, but with each application we have to make sure that we get it right, because this variance is not just for your project that stays with the property forever.

Mr. Orazu – I should just reschedule with Anita.

Mr. Chairman – Yes when you are all set.

Andrew Kohut – The only way you would need to re-notice if you are going to keep what you have and the height variance is going up.  If the variance you have here are going to be exacerbated you will have to re-notice, but if you are going to come in with less we can waive notice and you come in with your application.

2011-05 Glenn & Megan Kreutzer, 835 Fifth Avenue, Block112/Lot 11 Construct an addition

Chairman DeYoung – To the Board when you sat down tonight there was a fold out sheet in front of you.  That page was a correction for this application.  In the middle of the page a column marked category and ½ way down and it says rear yard depth the figures following it on the replacement are the correct ones.

Chairman DeYoung – Swears in applicants and reads from letter of denial.

Glenn Kreutzer – This is my architect Gary Irwin, 11 Ferncliff, Morris Plains, NJ.

Gary Irwin – I have a degree in architecture from 1983, I have over 25 years of experience in the field and over 20 years as a licensed architect in New Jersey and licensed in New York and Maryland, I also hold a planners license in New Jersey.  For the last 10 years I have had my own business which is 75% residential I have also been before several boards in Bergen County.

What you have in front of you is a set of drawing in front of you that show all the elevations that are proposed for the floor plans and, hopefully, you can read the notice and it clearly states what is existing and what is new.  We are taking a four bedroom house and enlarging it keeping it as a four bedroom house.  One of the bedrooms as it exists is very small and doesn’t really function as a bedroom and that is being converted to an office or small den.  In addition we are adding a new bedroom.  Downstairs we have a very small family room that we need to make bigger so if you go to the first floor plan you can see where the location of the existing family room from which is about 10 feet by 12 feet and we going to make that a more reasonable size.  

The existing lot is a sub-standard lot size; I designed the addition to not increase the non-conformities, by just going out to the left and maintaining the setbacks that existed.  They may have slight changes in them due to the fact that the house is slightly skewed on the property as well on the impervious coverage and building coverage.  There were no other alternatives to solve the problems.  This seems like a reasonable fit for this type of property and is an attractive improvement for this home.

Chairman DeYoung – What is the property size?

Mr. Skerbetz – 6,567.

Mr. Cookson – The rear yard setback the present layout is 7 ½ feet and it is going to 17.1 feet, that is because the existing deck is 7 ½ feet, but it varies where looking at it tonight is for the new addition only – correct?

Mark Skerbetz – Correct.  17.1 feet for the rear yard setback and as far as the deck goes you don’t improve that for principle structure setbacks on coverage.  That is an accessory structure that would be 4 feet minimal for that.  And the property line towards the rear is skewed that is why you have a difference.  The front yard setback is basically following the same straight line of the existing structure.  The property line is skewed again along the front on 5th Avenue and that is why the setback is 17.7 instead of 21.1.

Mr. Coolson – I noticed that the existing porch is kind of like a concrete slab.

Mr. Kohut – This house is probably undersized compared to a lot of houses in the area given that it is a corner lot it is an undersized lot and you are undersized with regard to percentage of coverage for the building.  That is one of the justifications the board can look at, it is not oversized as compared to other houses in the area.  That happens a lot of time with corner lots.

Megan Kreutzer – We are just looking for something more functional.

Mark Skerbetz – Two or Three years ago ordinances were changed to say that whatever the tax book has as the address of the property determines your rear yard.  The address here is 5th Avenue that is why the rear yard is behind.  If the address was Surry, the rear yard would be the side yard and you would only be talking about the 5th Avenue variance.  I think we have had three corner lots today I want to bring that up.  

CLOSE THE MEETING TO THE BOARD AND OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

No one stepped forward.

CLOSE THIS PORTION OF THE MEETING TO THE PUBLIC AND OPEN TO BOARD

Mr. Cookson – On the plans on the page that was added tonight, there is a section here where the architect has identified the variances required for the proposed work he included a porch projection in yard and an area projection of porch in yard, but those aren’t variances on the paper work from the town.

Mark Skerbetz – Those are not variances porch projection in yard you are allowed five feet.

Mr. Cookson – It says proposed is 12.3 feet.

Mark Skerbetz – The front porch is the reason for 17.7 foot variance.  Area projection in yard that is the front porch.  17.7 and 12.3 equals 30 for the required front yard setback.  The front yard setback is for that porch.  Once it is over 35 square feet I really do not consider a porch I consider it part of the main structure for setback purposes.

Chairman DeYoung – May I have a motion.

Al Ruhlmann – Resolve that the board approves the variance 2011-05 as presented, seconded by Lyle Cookon
ROLL CALL VOTE

Valerie Costa, Ron Black, Al Ruhlmann, Lyle Cookson, Harry DeYoung – All vote yes.

Approval on the application.

MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES DECEMBER 8, 2010

Ron Black makes a motion to approve the minutes of December 8, 2010, seconded by Al Ruhlmann

ROLL CALL VOTE

Al Ruhlmann, Harry DeYoung, Lyle Cookson – All vote yes.

Minutes are approved

Chairman DeYoung – The next month and maybe two months we will have an attendance problem Vince will not be back, Peter Ng and Jim Levis will be out with other commitments.  

MOTION TO ADJOURN 9:30pm


Lyle Cookson makes a motion to adjourn, seconded by Al Ruhlmann.

Chairman DeYoung – All in favor say Aye.

All say aye.


Respectfully submitted,



Marijane Brandau  








