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Members of the Public

Chairman Kamenstein called the April 8, 2004 Town of North Salem Zoning Board of Appeals meeting to order.

The Chairman set the next meeting for May 13, 2004.

The minutes of the March 11, 2004 meeting were unanimously accepted. 

The Chairman announced that, as one Board member was absent, applicants all had the right to postpone hearing of their applications until May at no additional cost to them if they preferred to be heard by a full Board.  

Chairman Kamenstein said the Board would hear the 2 applications on the agenda in reverse order, as he thought BA04-13 (Murphy) would probably take much longer than BA04-14 (Savino).

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

BA04-14 Savino, Michele – Area Variance – To permit the installation of a second 

sign where only one is permitted by right and to increase the maximum permitted 

length of the signage on a building with a façade 30.5 ft. long in an NB zone.  A variance of 1.51 ft. is requested (9.15 ft. permitted, 10.66 ft. requested). The proposed signage will consist of 2 rows of lettering, one measuring 7.5 ft. x 1 ft.

and one measuring 10.66 ft. x .66 ft. and does not exceed the maximum permitted 

square footage (18.3 sq. ft. permitted, 14.8 sq. ft. proposed).

The Chairman called on Michele Savino, who described the proposed sign for her restaurant as 2 rows of letters/words, including a light to be installed above it.  When the Chairman asked what kind of light it would be, Ms. Savino stated that it would be a bistro light intended to illuminate only the area of the sign.

Amy Rosmarin of 322 Mills Road asked if North Salem has other lighted business signs.

Chairman Kamenstein said there are 2 gas stations with lights, and he added that Finch Tavern (a restaurant in Croton Falls) probably has lighting also.  He said that, as Restaurant 121 is in a residential district, he would not be inclined to approve lighting of the entire façade, but he thought lighting the area of the sign would be acceptable.

Anthony Schembri commented that when the owner of one of the gas stations had been before the ZBA, the Board had limited the hours during which the lights could be on. 

The Chairman asked Ms. Savino at what time she would turn the light off.  She replied that the light would be turned off when the restaurant stops serving or closes, probably around 10 or 11 p.m.

Chairman Kamenstein asked Ms. Savino if she would be satisfied with a limit of 11 p.m., and she said she would.  The Chairman directed Gerald Reilly to include the 11 p.m. shut-off time in the Resolution.

Noting there were no further questions, the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly read a draft Resolution.

Motion by:

Ronald Stewart

Seconded by:
Deidre McGovern

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested and recommended by the Planning Board.

BA04-13 Murphy, Ruth – Area Variances – For the construction of a new single-family

dwelling in an R-1 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15.  The non-conforming lot is 

subject to R-1/4 bulk requirements per Article XIV Section 250-79(A).  The following

variances are requested:

· Decrease the rear-yard setback by 5 ft. (30 ft. required, 42 ft. existing, 25 ft. proposed);

· Decrease the separate and combined side-yard setbacks by 10 ft. (15/30 ft. required, 5.5/20.5 ft. existing/proposed);

· Increase the maximum permitted development coverage from 25% to 26% proposed (existing development coverage = 16%);

· Increase the maximum permitted building coverage from 10% to 15% proposed (existing coverage = 13%);

· Increase the maximum permitted floor area ratio from .2 to .37 proposed (existing F.A.R. = .13).
Chairman Kamenstein stated that the Board was in receipt of numerous letters both in favor of and opposing the Murphy application.  He explained that anyone in disagreement with the Board’s decision could file an Article 78 proceeding, which would be heard by the Westchester County Court.

The Chairman called on Jim Murphy, husband of Ruth Murphy.  Mr. Murphy said that he and his wife had been residents of North Salem for 40 years, and they had lived and raised their children in a house in Bloomerside.  He said they had moved out of Bloomerside in 1990.  Mr. Murphy explained that they had begun looking for a lakefront house 5 years ago and bought an essentially unimproved cottage in Bloomerside 2 years ago.

Mr. Murphy said he and his wife wanted to improve the property and had twice been through the approval process with the Bloomerside Co-op, receiving approval both times.   Mr. Murphy said he and his wife had tried to plan improvements that would be in keeping with other renovations and improvements in Bloomerside and other lakeside communities.  He said they had submitted plans to the Co-op in December 2002, which they modified in consideration of their neighbors’ concerns.  The Co-op Board approved the modified plans.  Mr. Murphy said he had had to re-apply to the Board due to a procedural technicality raised by a neighbor.  At the time of the second application, Mr. Murphy said further concessions were made, and the plans were approved again.  

Mr. Murphy stated that recently he had hired Bibbo and Associates to do a full engineering work-up for a Westchester County Deprtment of Health (WCDH) and DEP-approved septic system.  Mr. Murphy said he and his wife hoped the ZBA would approve their application, and then they would wait to hear from the WCDH regarding the septic system.

Chairman Kamenstein stated that he had visited the site.  He pointed out that the ZBA has always given significant weight to the opinions of the Town’s cooperatives, adding that the ZBA is inclined to approve requests already approved by the co-ops.  He said that the new house proposed by the Murphys would be taller than the existing cottage, but it would also reduce the existing side yard setback violations, because a small wing on one side would be removed and the other one trimmed back.  Chairman Kamenstein said he had looked at the site from the point of view of some of the neighbors, in particular the neighbor to the west along Cove Road, wanting to see if their water views would be impacted.  He said it was his opinion that this house would not be affected at all, and the only house that would be significantly affected is one directly across the street from the Murphys.

Mr. Murphy said the owner of the house directly across the street had said she had no objection to his plans.

The Chairman recognized Paula Krupp of 69 Cove Road, who said she disagreed that her view of the water would not be effected by the Murphys’ new house.  Mrs. Krupp said the new house would be 10 ft. taller than the existing cottage, much taller than any other lakefront houses.  She said other houses had been renovated and gave as an example the home of Chris Morley at 74 Cove Road.  She stated that the Morley house is 18 ft. high, while the proposed Murphy house would be 26 ft. above grade.  Mrs. Krupp gave her opinion that the new Murphy house would be very large and out of character with the rest of her lakeside community.

The Chairman commented that there is a line of trees separating Mrs. Krupp’s property from the Murphy property, and he said the new house would not be taller than the trees.  He asked Mrs. Krupp how she thought her view would be effected.

Mrs. Krupp said the side porch would make the new house wider than the existing cottage, and the deck was to be built out toward the water.  She said that most of her water view is between the trees and the existing Murphy house.

The Chairman said the new house would not be any closer to the Krupps than the existing one is.

Mrs. Krupp said the submitted drawing did not show the covered porch that was part of the building plan.

Mr. Schembri said Mrs. Krupp was referring to a covered walkway.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Murphys have no plans to remove any of the large trees separating the 2 lots.

Mrs. Krupp asked the Chairman if he had noticed a watercourse directly to the right of the Murphy property, and he replied that he had not.

When Mrs. Krupp stated that such a large house would have a detrimental environmental affect, the Chairman said that watercourses are the concern of the EPA, DEC and CAC, but not the ZBA.

Mrs. Krupp stated that New York State zoning law requires consideration of the environment.  

The Chairman said he was not familiar with that particular point.  He added that the ZBA considers effect on a neighborhood but not environmental issues.

Mrs. Krupp suggested that the ZBA members all make a site visit to see how close the proposed house will be to both the watercourse and the lake.  

Chairman Kamenstein pointed out that there is already a house on the lakefront.  He said  Mrs. Krupp was suggesting that none of the houses on Peach Lake should ever have been renovated because the expansion of any of them would have had a detrimental affect on the lake.  The Chairman asked Mrs. Krupp if she was asking the Board to make an example of the Murphy house and not to permit any expansion to any house in any of the lakefront co-ops in the future.

Mrs. Krupp said she wanted the Board to consider what kind of precedent would be set by permitting the Murphy proposal, because theirs is one of the smallest lots in Bloomerside and they were proposing to triple the size of the existing house.  She said she feared that other residents with larger lots would build even bigger houses, changing the character of the neighborhood from one of lakefront cottages to one of McMansions.  

Chairman Kamenstein told Mrs. Krupp that the ZBA considers each application it receives separately.  Referring to a photograph, he pointed to a house to the right of the Murphy property, saying it is substantially larger than what the Murphys propose to build.

Mrs. Krupp said the Chairman was indicating the Morley house, which she said is only 18 ft. high.  When the Chairman said it is still a very large building, Mrs. Krupp countered that the Morleys had built only within an existing footprint.

Raising another point, Mrs. Krupp said that as far as she knew, the Co-op Board had not approved the Murphys’ proposed new septic system currently being reviewed by the Board of Health.

The Chairman said he was not familiar with what the Bloomerside Co-op Board’s procedure is relative to approval by the BOH.  He said that if the Co-op board refuses to approve any plans, the applicant may not proceed.  Chairman Kamenstein stated that anything approved by the ZBA would be subject to approval by the Board of Health and by the Co-op Board.

Mrs. Krupp stated her opinion that the Murphy variance requests are the result of self-created hardship.  She gave as an example, the request for a rear yard setback variance of 5 ft., asking why the Murphys could not simply build a 12 ft. deck that would not be closer than 30 ft. to the lake instead of the proposed 17 ft. deck.

Chairman Kamenstein stated that virtually every variance request from the lakeside co-ops could be said to arise from self-created hardship.  If the ZBA were to deny the variance requests for that reason, no one could do anything to improve their home.  He commented that Peach Lake was once a summer colony, but most residents live there year-round now, and people have chosen to expand their homes to accommodate permanent residency. 

Mrs. Krupp stated that her objection to the Murphy plans is that they want a house that is wider, longer, and higher than what currently exists.  She asked if a side porch is necessary enough to require a setback variance and then diminish others’ view of the lake.

Mr. Reilly stated that there is no hardship requirement in the local law, and the ZBA may not deny an area variance request due to any lack of hardship.  

The Chairman said that only a use variance application requires proof of non-self-created hardship as a condition of its approval.

When Mrs. Krupp again quoted from NYS law, Mr. Reilly responded that the Board of Appeals may consider self-created hardship, but they may not deny the application for that reason.  Mr. Reilly said that during the time he had been attorney for the ZBA, he had seen at least a hundred variance applications from residents of the Peach Lake co-ops, none was granted unless approved by the co-ops, and every one was a self-created hardship.

Mrs. Krupp said that one corner of the existing Murphy house is already only 5.5 ft. from the side yard line of the Humburgs (76 Cove Road).  She went on to say that the building plan calls for widening the house on that side.  Mrs. Krupp offered the Chairman a photograph to illustrate how close the Murphy house is to the Humburg house. 

Chairman Kamenstein pointed out that while part of the side of the house will be closer, a segment of it will be farther from the Humburg residence that it is currently.

Mrs. Krupp said the proposed deck will obstruct the Humburgs’ view also, and the Chairman disagreed, saying their view is straight down to the water.

Margrit Humburg commented that it was a no-win situation.

Mrs. Krupp said she felt the variance requests were substantial, adding that the proposed house would be 10 ft. taller than any other house in Bloomerside.  She commented that the ZBA would be in error if they approve the Murphy application, as it would be detrimental to individual property values and the community at large.

The Chairman called on Nora Slivinsky of 66 Cove Road.  Mrs. Slivinksy stated that her house (diagonally across the street from the Murphy property) had been in her family since 1970.  She said that although her house is up higher than the Murphys’ and may appear as though it will not be effected, the view of the lake, beach and pavilion that she has now would be totally blocked by the new house.   

When the Chairman asked for the distance from her house to the Murphy house, Mrs. Slivinsky said she thought the comparison was subjective. She went on to say that she thought all the Board members should have made a site inspection, adding that they could only see what impact the Murphy house would have by standing on her deck.  Mrs. Slivinsky said a professional consultant had suggested erection of a wood-frame structure to demonstrate exactly what the impact of the Murphy house would be.  She stated her concern that a precedent would be set by allowing the variances requested.  In closing, Mrs. Slivinsky commented that some letters opposing the variances had been written by people who would not be directly effected, and others who might have written were summer residents who did not have time to respond from out of town.

Ken Rhuda (80 Peach Hill Road) was next to address the Board, stating that he is a member of the Bloomerside Co-op Board.  He said that when the Board first received the Murphys’ application, they agreed that the proposed house would be larger but much nicer than the existing cottage.  He stated that improving one property adds to the value of others. Mr. Rhuda said that after looking over proposed plans, the Board notifies the closest neighbors, and the plans are posted for 10 days to allow people to look them over, ask questions and express any concerns.  

Mr. Rhuda said a meeting was held so the Murphys could present their plans themselves, and many neighbors attended.  He said that originally the Murphys had wanted to build a taller, wider house, farther back from the lake.  When that was objected to, they changed their plans to a degree, and the Co-op Board approved their application.  Mr. Rhuda said he went and stood on both the Slivinsky and Krupp decks to see for himself what kind of impact the new house might have.  He said the water could not be seen over the existing Murphy house from the Krupp deck.  (Mrs. Krupp disagreed, but Mr. Rhuda stood his ground).  Mr. Rhuda said the Slivinskys have a beautiful view that he felt might be impacted very slightly by the new house.  Reporting back to the Co-op Board, he said he saw no problem with approval of the Murphys’ application.

Allison Murphy (51 Lakeside Drive), also a Bloomerside Co-op Board member, said the Board had put a lot of effort into their consideration of the Murphys’ application.

Chairman Kamenstein asked if any of the 4 closest neighbors was in favor, and Mr. Rhuda replied that neither the Moffats (64 Cove Road) nor the Morleys (74 Cove Road) had any objections.  He said Mrs. Humburg had expressed some concern about the proposed deck.  Mr. Rhuda reiterated his opinion that there would be no great detriment to the neighbors.

Mr. Rhuda explained that a second meeting was held because someone pointed out that the Murphys should not have been present at the first meeting so that people would feel freer to voice any objections.  He stated that approval of the Murphys’ application had not been a snap decision.

Chairman Kamenstein asked if he was correct in saying that the Co-op Board decided that the impact of the proposed house was not significant enough to reject the application, and Mrs. Murphy said that was right.

Mr. Rhuda added that the majority of the Board members agreed.  He said that the Board looks at each application individually, and they might not approve one in the future.

The Chairman asked if Mrs. Murphy could say how many variance applications the Bloomerside Co-op had received in her 4 years on the Board, and she responded that she thought 12 to 15.

When the Chairman said it seemed like variance requests were not unusual, Mr. Rhuda said they were not, as variances are needed even to construct sheds.  He went on to say that a house a little farther along and right on the lake appeared higher than the Morley house to him, and it had been approved.

Nora Slivinsky said she believed the Board had worked very hard in their consideration of the Murphys’ application, but she felt the Krupps and the Humburgs would lose their privacy if the new house is built.

At this time, the Chairman asked if the other ZBA members wanted to visit the site. 

Ronald Stewart asked if the application should be carried over.  He said that in his 8 years on the ZBA, they had never disagreed with a co-op board.  Mr. Stewart commented that these houses are technically seasonal homes, and many changes have taken place around Peach Lake over the years, creating a unique situation not shared by the rest of the Town.  He said that one of the letters received by the Board mentioned insufficient space for parking.  Mr. Stewart said that once issues like insufficient parking are considered, he wondered where one would finish at Peach Lake.  He stated that every home would be in breach of some regulation, and it would be like opening Pandora’s Box.  He said that it had been the ZBA’s policy to respect Bloomerside Co-op, as they own the land, and to recognize the efforts of the Lake's co-op boards as representing the majority opinion of residents in the community.  He commented that privacy was not a reasonable issue to raise in Bloomerside, because it is not a very private community to begin with.  Mr. Steward commented that perhaps the ZBA should visit the site.  He went on to say that, historically, the Board has respected the co-op boards and doesn’t impose ordinances on these close communities, as most properties probably do not meet zoning standards.  He said that in his opinion, the co-ops manage themselves very well.

Chairman Kamenstein said that the Board might decide to postpone their decision so they could all make site visits; but, because so many people were present, the Board would hear their comments.

Heather McCahill of 20 Sunset Place was recognized.  She said that her neighborhood (the hotel property) has to trust in the Town as they have no co-op despite being a lakeside community.

Mrs. Krupp commented that while Mr. Rhuda of the Co-op Board said he could not read building plans, he did think he could tell how wide and how tall the proposed Murphy house would be by standing on her (Mrs. Krupp’s) deck.  She said she had expressed her dismay at the Co-op Board’s approval at the first meeting without requiring any compromise, and she was advised to take it up with the Town.  

Mary Rhuda said that none of the Co-op Board members are lawyers or architects, but they try very hard to do the right thing.  She handed in a letter from a Bloomerside resident expressing support of the Murphys.

The Chairman called on Beth Battle (40 Lakeside Dr.).  Ms. Battle described her property as being in the second tier with an interrupted view of the Lake.  She said that if any of the 7 or 8 houses in front of hers was made taller, her view would be effected, and the water view was very important to her.

The Chairman said he understood and empathized with Ms. Battle, but the ZBA is not in the business of preserving peoples’ views.  He added that if they were to try to, they probably would not be able to approve half the applications that come before the Board.  Chairman Kamenstein said it is a very difficult subject and probably more appropriately handled within the co-ops.

Ms. Battle said she wanted to add that she does respect the time and effort the Bloomerside Co-op board puts into their work.  She also pointed out that no one on the Board would be directly effected by the Murphys’ proposed house.

Raymond Znidarsich of 29 Lakeside Drive stated that he had lived in the middle row of Bloomerside for 18 years and seen houses remodeled and enlarged, and he felt the Co-op Board had never made a mistake.  He added that while anything done on the lakefront has an impact, the Co-op Board was to be commended for their efforts.

Chairman Kamenstein agreed, saying that in his 14 years on the ZBA, he had never seen an Article 78 proceeding result from a Bloomerside application.

Amy Rosmarin (322 Mills Road) stated that as a member of the CAC, she had concerns about changes in the runoff from the Murphy property as a result of the proposed construction.  She said she had been told that the runoff would effect the wetlands, which would be a serious problem.

The Chairman suggested that Ms. Rosmarin report to the ZBA on the subject, and they would take it into account.

Tom Butcher (91 Peach Hill Road) stated that he had been a resident of Bloomerside since 1983 and had served on the Co-op Board in the past.  He said he supported the Co-op Board’s decision, adding that it had been a difficult one.  He commented that the Morley house had been hotly contested in the past.  

Ms. McGovern asked if, as a community, Bloomerside had ever addressed the issue of height and considered setting a limit.

Chris Morley (74 Cove Road) commented that construction of the addition to his house had been a test case at Bloomerside.  He commented that people move into the community expecting nothing ever to change, but they need to realize that things may indeed change.

Rob Krupp (husband of Paula Krupp) said that just before he moved into his house in Bloomerside, he had met with the Co-op Board.  The Board told him that improvements are welcome, but any plans to build a house up or out are subject to the approval of the neighbors.  Mr. Krupp said the Board had told him that if neighbors object to an expansion plan because they would lose their views of the lake, the application would probably be denied.  He said the view of the lake had been the main reason for purchasing his house, and he asked the Board to come to his home as part of their site inspection.

Ms. McGovern said that Mr. Krupp’s conversation with the Co-op Board did not constitute a specific guideline or restriction regarding acceptable building height.

The Chairman asked the Krupps if their primary objection was to the height or to the horizontal expansion of the proposed Murphy residence, and Mr. Krupp answered that he objects to the entire project.  

When the Chairman asked if he was saying that the Murphys should not make any changes to the existing house, Mr. Krupp said he would like to see the Murphys’ plans compared to other projects in the Co-op.  He said he believed it would be the tallest house on the Lake.

Mrs. Krupp stated that most of the original cottages were approximately 16 ft. high.  She stated that all the lakeside cottages have only been allowed to rise to a maximum of 18 ft. in the past, including the Morleys’ house, which they had originally wanted to build up to 22 ft.

Mr. Krupp said the Murphys’ original plans showed an undisputed 16 ft. rise, although it was marked 11 ft., the difference caused by pushing the house back and uphill.  He said Bloomerside used to have an architectural committee who made recommendations, but the current Board had disbanded the committee.  When Mr. Krupp pointed out that the rise in the Murphy house would actually be 16 ft., the Board disagreed with him.

Chairman Kamenstein said Mr. Krupp’s comments were becoming too detailed.  He said the ZBA would all go make a site inspection.  He told Mr. Krupp that the issues being raised were issues within the Co-op and not issues to be decided by the ZBA.

The Chairman recognized Elizabeth Hunter of 37 Lakeside Drive.  Ms. Hunter said her parents bought their bungalow in Bloomerside in 1937, and she had been on the Co-op Board in the past.  She said that the Murphys had followed the existing guidelines in making application to rebuild their house, but she thought the community needed to tighten the reins for future proposals.  Ms. Hunter commented that the community is expanding, and prices are going up.  She stated her opinion that, henceforth, the Co-op Board, unequivocally, should never permit second stories on houses in the second tier in Bloomerside.  

The Chairman said this was the kind of issue that Bloomerside needs to deal with internally, adding that the Co-op Board is supposed to represent the whole community.  He stated that when an applicant comes before the ZBA, he or she should already have the approval of the Co-op Board and that approval should reflect a majority opinion of the community.  He said the Murphys’ application would be held over until May so the ZBA could all go out and look at the site.

Mr. Stewart said he had noted that the Murphys have put in a septic system, and he asked Mrs. Krupp if her property has a septic system.

Mrs. Krupp said she did and added that the Murphys are only proposing a new septic system.  She stated that the Murphys’ original application was for a 3-bedroom house and is now for 1 bedroom without change in the proposed septic system.

Chairman Kamenstein pointed out that the Board of Health was responsible for approving any septic system.  He said that the septic system would simply be over-sized if only a 1 bedroom house is built.  

Mrs. Krupp said the ZBA needed to consider the septic system in granting the variance because the Murphys were proposing to reduce the number of bedrooms while expanding the footprint of the house.

The Chairman said the size of the rooms in the proposed house was not an issue for the ZBA.  He pointed out that the while the number of bedrooms dictates the size of a septic system to be approved by the BOH, the minimum septic system permitted is for 2 bedrooms. 

Mr. Stewart asked whether the Board of Health had approved other septic systems in Bloomerside, and Mrs. Krupp replied that they had not done so in the past.

The Chairman commented that others in Bloomerside are probably all pre-existing, adding that only expansion including bedrooms would require new or expanded septic systems and/or BOH approval.  He said it was his impression that the septic system on the Murphy property is under the house, so it would have to be taken out and replaced if the BOH approves the new plans.

Mr. Krupp said there are other BOH-approved systems in Bloomerside.

Nora Slivinsky asked if the existing house on the Murphy property was to be demolished, and the Chairman said it was.

Mr. Murphy said he had been advised that razing the existing house and building a new one would have less impact on the lake than a large-scale renovation/addition.

Mr. Krupp asked if the Chairman would agree that if the neighbors’ views of the lake are reduced, their homes would lose value.  Chairman Kamenstein replied that the price of other peoples’ homes is not a part of the ZBA’s consideration of an application. 

Chairman Kamenstein said that the Board does consider the effect of a variance on the overall character of a neighborhood, adding that it is a very subjective consideration.  He said that if a request appears as though it will have a dramatic effect on the character of a neighborhood, that is one of the charges that the ZBA takes into consideration when they make a decision.    He said that if it were proposed to build a Walmart next door to the Krupps, it would certainly effect the ZBA’s decision because it would obviously impact the neighborhood.

Mr. Schembri said his interpretation of the Town law is that if the proposed work is a detriment to the Town, evaluation of that detriment is made by each of all 5 members of the Board of Appeals.  He pointed out that that would mean Mr. Krupp’s concern would be considered separately by all the Board members.  Mr. Schembri explained that in such a gray area with no specific letter of the law to adhere to, the individual opinions of the Board members are called into play.

The Chairman added that interpretation becomes part of a ZBA decision in matters that are not black and white issues.

Mr. Rhuda stated that the existing septic system on the Murphy property has served a 3 bedroom seasonal cottage, and he added that the Murphys will do whatever the BOH requires of them.  

The Chairman commented that it is a BOH issue and not criterion that the ZBA uses.

Mr. Rhuda also said that the Bloomerside Co-op Board has never made it a policy to say that no one may ever do anything that might effect someone else’s view.  He said that neighbors’ concerns are taken into account, but protection of views is not an absolute.

Chairman Kamenstein said he hoped that in the future, Bloomerside would be more forceful or specific about what will and will not be permitted.  He added that Bloomerside needs specific guidelines and having them will prevent the ZBA being called up to act as Solomon in the settlement of disputes among residents of the Co-op.

Catherine Gaboury (90 Rodeo Drive) said she had attended both meetings regarding the Muprhys’ application to Bloomerside and she thought there had been more letters written in favor of than against the application.  She added she thought the Co-op Board’s decisions should be respected by the residents of Bloomerside.

The Chairman reiterated his opinion that Bloomerside should set specific guidelines for renovations and expansions.

Ms. Gaboury said every renovation in Bloomerside had improved the overall neighborhood, adding that the Murphys’ would not be the largest house.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Board would carry the Murphy application over until May, at which time they will render a decision.  He stated that the public hearing would remain open, and members of the public would be free to comment again in May.

Ms. McGovern asked if the CAC would address the environmental issues, and the Chariman said that Ms. Rosmarin had agreed to do so.

Jim Cull of 21 Vails Lakeshore Drive said he had experience with wetlands issues in the Peach Lake communities, and he commented that the Chairman had said the ZBA does not necessarily get involved in environmental issues.   

Chairman Kamenstein said the ZBA does have the ability to grant a variance to those who might want to build or work in a wetlands buffer area, but had never given permission to build in a wetland, nor would they.  

Mr. Schembri asked for the status of the Murphys’ submission to the Board of Health, and Mr. Murphy replied that Bibbo had sent the BOH a letter, but there was no final decision yet.

Sharing his experience working in Hudson riverside towns, Mr. Schembri described the development of what is called a scenic plain that depicts a certain distance above water level and another at the highest grade still within sight of the river.  He explained that sight lines are then drawn which no portion of a building may cross.  Mr. Schembri suggested that a similar plan would be useful to Bloomerside, as issues of renovation and expansion would continue to arise.  When asked, Mr. Schembri said that Hastings, Irvington and Tarrytown have scenic plains.

Mr. Schembri asked for the number of bedrooms in the existing Murphy house, and Mr. Murphy said there are 3.  He asked if the Murphys planned to install central air-conditioning for the new house.  When Mr. Murphy replied that they did, Mr. Schembri said central air-conditioning would require condensers that should be indicated on the site plan so the setbacks would not be further aggravated after any variances are granted.

Mr. Schembri asked if the Murphys had considered keeping the new house at the 30 ft. rear yard setback.  Mr. Murphy said they had, but the reaction of the neighbors had been negative.

Chairman Kamenstein explained that the property slopes upward away from the lake, so the farther back the house is built, the higher the roofline will be.  

Mr. Schembri commented that the rear yard setback, building coverage and development coverage variances requested would be lessened if the house were moved back to the 30 ft. line.

The Chairman asked if there was any way to reduce the vertical impact of the house, and Mr. Murphy said they had made adjustments to their original plans by moving the house back, narrowing it and decreasing the deck area.

The Chairman asked how tall the proposed house would be, not including the slope’s effect.  Mr. Schembri replied that from first floor to ridge height, the house would be 24 ft. high.  He reiterated that moving the house back would reduce the variance requests.

Mr. Thompson said that was incorrect, as the development coverage and floor area ratio do not include the decks, and the Chairman added that it would not help with the view issues.

Mr. Schembri asked the Murphys to stake the 4 corners of the proposed house for the Board’s site inspection.  Mr. Murphy said he had had that done, but someone had moved the stakes.

Mrs. Krupp said the Murphys’ property corners had been staked, not the corners of the proposed house.

Mr. Schembri suggested that the Murphys’ architect could help with staking the corners of the house, and he said it would also be helpful to see the height of the new house over the ridge line compared to the existing house ridge-height represented by something as simple as a two-by-four.

Chairman Kamenstein suggested that both the front and rear height of the proposed house could be indicated.  He then said the Board would hold the public hearing open, and everyone was welcome to return in May.  The Murphys and several neighbors asked to be notified of the date of the ZBA’s site inspection.

The Chairman closed the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

____________________________

 Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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