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Ventnor City Zoning Board

Minutes

Wednesday August 20, 2014 – 6:30 PM

1. Call to Order: 6:30 PM
2. Flag Salute

3. Roll Call

Present
 




Absent

Lorraine Sallata 
Greg Maiuro
Dan Smith 
Mike Weissen
Clyde Yost

Stephen Rice

Bert Sabo
Frank Cavallaro – Alt # 1
Marie McQueen – Alt # 2

Professionals:

Craig Hurless, Polistina & Associates

John Rosenberger, Esq.

4. Adoption of Minutes of July 16, 2014 meetings
Motion: _Clyde Yost _____________
Second: _Greg Maiuro _____________
Approval: All in favor

5. Adoption of the Following Resolutions
a. Z-15 of 2014: Michael & Lucia Castelli

5401 Calvert Ave., Blk. 211, Lot 19 - Requested “C” Variances - Approved
b. Z-16 of 2014: Susan Leis

7211 Winchester Ave., Blk. 191, Lot 1 - Requested “C” Variances - Approved
Motion: __Greg Maiuro ____________
2nd: ______Frank Cavallaro _____________
Approval: All

6. Applicants

a. Kathleen Disidoro
7 & 9 N Martindale Ave., Blk. 135, Lot 8
Requesting “C” & “D” Variances

Represented by Brian Callaghan
Sworn in: Brian Callaghan
Existing duplex in R7 Zone
Reviews R7 district – allows only single family homes

Allows duplex to tear down and rebuild – cannot modify a duplex

City is contemplating what to do with duplexes


Part 1 has passed – tear down and rebuild


Part 2 being done – refurb. And existing duplex

Did not want to wait

Plan to put a partial 3rd floor on – does not impact height

Front yard – 12’ required – 9’ planned

Rear yard – 12’ required – 3rd floor meeting principle – railings out and need variance

Also need eave height and roof slope

Sworn in:


Tom Dose – Architect


George Loza – from Ponzio office

Exhibits:


A1 – Aerial


A2 – Aerial 

Tom Dose – reviews aerial photos


Others in neighborhood – built in 1920’s


Reviews other buildings

Need a Use variance – D2 – expanding an existing non-conformity


Reviews ordinance and building

Want to keep the look and feel of the neighborhood

Variances – reviews A2 – Google views

Front – 9’-10” – push back to this for view


Rear – existing – 5.75’ – push wall in to 15.75’



Convert roof to deck



Railings require variance
Exhibit A5 – Tax map and other items


Reviews tax map


Lot is 55’ deep – little room to build conforming structure

Positive criteria


No blockage of light and air


Side yard conforms – have enough parking


For “D” variance – well suited – no added density


Character of neighborhood – needs a little maintenance 


Added green space

George Loza – architect


Exhibits – A3 – Elevations



   A4 – Floor Plans



   A5 – Initial Tax/Zoning Map

Eave height/max roof slope variances

Reviews why setback 9’-10”

Eave Height – did to match roof height

Max 27.625’ vs 22.5’ allowed

If did 22.5’ would not have any height for rooms

Height – under max height permitted

Properties in neighborhood are similar

BOARD QUESTIONS:

Dan Smith – Review A1 – different levels


1st floor – owner’s sister-in-law apartment – not part of application


Door on left side is owner


Purpose is to make more livable space to owner


Adding laundry and arts/crafts room


3rd floor will be 2 bedroom and bath


Reviews overall building



Didn’t make sense to knock down and rebuild – out of character

What is layout of 1st floor?


Sworn in: Kathleen Disidoro


2 bedroom/Bath/Kitchen/Sunroom
Clyde Yost – Is back deck a common deck?


Only way to get to is from 2nd floor

Any awning?


No

Greg Maiuro – Adding a bedroom would add parking?


Eliminating 2 bedrooms on 2nd floor and adding 2 on 3rd – no net change

Lorraine Sallata – does she live alone/ have people come over?


Lives alone – a widower

Nice plan – looking at a 2 bedroom apartment – lots of area – concern of density – adding a lot of living space


Will not be adding – does lots of arts/crafts – want to live same here

Looking at the living space

Brian Callaghan – From Zoning – 4 bedrooms require 2 parking – providing 4 spots

John Rosenberger – plans are noted per room – applicant willing to keep as such


Yes

Brian Callaghan – asking for 1 street tree with grass strip – not enough room for more

Frank Cavallaro – look at photo – side windows look higher – will change?


Not changing windows – some may be higher – reviews plans and windows

Craig Hurless – sworn in


Reviews engineer report – May 21, 2014

Variances


Front – 12’ vs 0.22’ vs 9’-10”



Rear – 12’ vs 5.75’ – deck



Max Eave Height



Max Roof Slope



Expansion of a non-conforming use


Tech comments



Parking – 2 on each side with driveway



Recommend 1 street tree with grass strip – for site views

PUBLIC:


Danielle Calabrese – 6 N Martindale



Improvement to neighborhood



Want her to stay



Spoke with other neighbors – no issues



Only an improvement

Brian Callaghan – good for neighborhood


Duplexes allowed for years


Making livable year round


Narrow depth lot


No detriments

Motion: Break into 2 votes – Use and Bulk Variances
Motion 1 – expansion of a non-conforming use


Conditions – repurposed rooms not bedrooms

Motion – Mike Weissen


2nd Clyde Yost

Vote:

Frank Cavallaro – Yes


Existing requirements allowed – ok to do

Clyde Yost – Yes


OK

Greg Maiuro – No

Density Issue

Mike Weissen – Yes


Added some density

Dan Smith – Yes


Improvement – 4 parking – no added density

Lorraine Sallata – Yes


Careful to add density – shouldn’t impact parking

Motion approved 5 in favor, 1 opposed

Motion 2 – bulk variances


Reviews all


Conditions – engineer technical comments

Motion: Mike Weissen


2nd: Dan Smith

Vote:

Dan Smith – Yes


Doesn’t expand – no one against

Mike Weissen – Yes


Neighbors ok

Greg Maiuro – No


Height an issue

Clyde Yost – Yes


Great improvement – no negative

Frank Cavallaro – Yes


No negative impact

Lorraine Sallata – Yes


Designed in a manner not to block – not seen from street

Application approved 5 in favor, 1 opposed

_____________________________________________________________________________________

Applicant:
Gary Tavella
6116 Calvert Ave. – Blk. 157, Lot 21

Requesting “C” Variances

Represented by Brian Callaghan
Sworn in: Brian Callaghan
Renovate existing property on the Bay

Not attractive at this time


Give some views along back

Exhibits:


A1 – site plan


A2 – Existing plans


A3 – Proposed plan


A4 – Elevations


A5 – Aerial


A6 – Photos

Sworn in: Craig Dothe
Reviews site plan


Half of lot is in the water


House on up lands



Will stay there

Reviews A2 – plans and elevation


Reviews 1st floor



Existing – no access to back from inside house


Reviews 2nd floor – 2 bedroom/1 bath

Proposed – A3 – Floor plans


Widen stairs – columns – porch in front


Living room – slider to back deck


Powder room/utility room

Deck along back – on top of bulk head 


Test boring – only about 15’ of sand in ground


Bulkhead was giving way


Back of house was starting to move

2nd floor – same 2 bedrooms – convert one to sitting room
Brian Callaghan – need several variances

Lot size – 4800’ vs 2000’


Lot depth – 80’ vs 33’

How match up to neighborhood – A5


From front yard – this is greater than others


Back yard – further or even with others


Rear yard – most built over the water – this is only on uplands

Reviews variances needed – 


No detriment to neighborhood


Most are existing non-conformities

Worked hard on side yard to minimize impact to neighbors

Will enhance Calvert Ave.

Craig Hurless – review of August 12, 2014


Existing non-conformity – 


Lot size – 4800’ vs 2379’ vs 2516’ – includes bulkhead – only upland included


Lot depth – 80’ vs 31.7’ vs 33.7’


Front – principal – 20’ vs 14.69’



1st story deck – 15’ vs 2.9’


Rear – principal – 15’ vs 7.2’


Side – 8’ vs 7.3’ 7.35’

Building Coverage – 40% vs 46.1% vs 64.3%


Lot Coverage – 65% vs 56.7% vs 70.6%


Parking –2 vs 1


Technical review – New bulkhead – comply with statutes



Landscape – adequate

BOARD QUESTIONS:

Mike Weissen – is this the most variances?


Deed shows 75’ depth – bulkhead at 33’


Did not build over water

Is this a severe hardship?


Yes, a C1 and also a C2


Massive improvement

Lorraine Sallata – increases are substantial – wonderful plan – numbers getting larger – any way to trim

Craig Hurless – open deck not part of building – any fiberglass becomes closed – number increases as a result of deck and porch

Greg Maiuro – Deeded water – losing space?

Yes

PUBLIC:


NONE

Motion:


Lot area – 2516’ vs 4800’

Lot Depth – 33.7’ vs 80’


Front Yard – 14.69’ vs 20’


Front – Deck – 2.9’ vs 15’


Rear – 7.2’ vs 15’ 


Side – 7.35’ vs 8’


Side – 7.3’ vs 8’


Building Coverage – 64.3% vs 40%


Lot Coverage – 70% vs 65%


Parking – 1


Motion: Greg Maiuro


2nd: Clyde Yost

VOTE:

Frank Cavallaro: Yes


Bit torn – like plan – some reservations - Hardship
Clyde Yost: Yes


Very nice design – no negative – a hardship
Greg Maiuro: Yes


Hardship – bulkhead issues
Mike Weissen: Yes


Lots of variances
Dan Smith: Yes


Hardships existing – vast improvement
Lorraine Sallata: Yes


Lovely design - improvement
Application Approved: 6 in favor, 0 opposed

_____________________________________________________________________________________
7. Other Business

a. Lorraine Sallata – Planning Board – Landscaping Ordinance – more specific – a work in progress

b. November meeting changed to November 17th

Motion to adjourn: __Dan Smith ______
Second: ___________Mike Weissen _______
Meeting adjourned at __7:55 _______ PM
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