BOROUGH OF RIVER EDGE
LAND USE BOARD

MEETING MINUTES

ZOOM MEETING

August 13,  2025
Zoom –   Chairman Caslin  calls the Meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
  
   
Roll call: 

                   Mayor Papaleo –   Present                  Ryan Gibbons –        Present
                   Chairman Caslin – Present                 Councilman Glass -  Excused               
                   Eileen Boland -      Absent                  Mr. Chinigo –           Present  
                   Bruce Feffer –        Excused               Mr. Salva -                Excused  
                   Michael Krey -       Present                 Mr. Gautier -             Excused
ALSO PRESENT: Marina Stinely, Esq. Mr. Flores, Mr. Depken Ed Alter and Lisa Ciavarella
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Minutes for the July 9, 2025 meeting. There being no comments and/or changes a motion to accept the minutes is made by Mr. Gibbons; Second – Chairman Caslin. Roll Call -Chairman Caslin- yes; Mr. Gibbons – Yes; Mr. Chinigo -yes. Motion passes. Minutes for July 23, 2025. There being no comments and/or changes a motion to accept the minutes is made by Mr. Chinigo; Second – Mayor Papaleo. Roll Call – Mayor -   Chairman Caslin - Mr. Krey; Mr. Chinigo; Mr. Gibbons – All in favor – Aye. Motion passes.  
Mr. Krey recuses himself as he is within 200 feet of the applicant.

Memorializations
None
Completeness Review
Ernesto Martinez
885 Park Avenue

Block 208, Lot 12

Home Renovation. Several variances required.

Prior to the meeting Ms. Stinely reviewed the proofs submitted by the applicant and found them to be sufficient for the Board to hear the application this evening. Mr. Depken agreed. Mr. Flores stated that his office reviewed the application documents and found them to be sufficient for the Board to hear the application this evening. There being no questions or comments from the Board a Motion is made by Mr. Gibbons; Second -  Mr. Chinigo Roll Call – Mayor Papaleo – Yes; Chairman Caslin – Yes; Mr. Gibbons- Yes; Mr. Chinigo – Yes. Motion passes.
New Business
Ernesto Martinez

885 Park Avenue

Block 208, Lot 12

Home Renovation. Several variances required.

Ms. Stinley swears in the applicant and Mr. Bruno (Architect) Ernesto Martinez, 885 Park Avenue, River Edge, NJ. Joseph J. Bruno 29 Pascack Road, Park Ridge, NJ and he is the project architect. His license is current and in good standing. Mr. Bruno has testified before his Board before. 
Mr. Bruno shares on the screen photographs he took of the applicant’s property. Photograph 1 is East or front elevation view of the subject residence, and the proposed addition is to the right or to the north of the existing northerly wall of the structure. Photograph 2 is the south elevation view of the subject residence (Spring Valley Avenue). Photograph 3 is the north elevation view of the residence and that is where all of the proposed work is to take place. Photograph 4 is looking southward along the rear yard of the subject residence, and you can see a very shallow rear yard at 9.2 feet which is a pre-existing nonconformity according to the survey. Photograph 5 is the view of the residence across Park Avenue looking eastward from the front stairs of the applicant’s residence. Mr. Bruno took these photographs himself on July 7, 2025. Ms. Stinely states that these photographs were previously submitted with the application and they do not have to be marked. Mr. Bruno now shares the schematic site plan on his screen. He testifies that they are proposing to remove the existing garage structure and then to rebuild it in the configuration shown on the schematic plan. He goes through the variances. The minimum required lot area in the R1 residential district is 7,500 sf. The site at present and in the future will have 5,012 sf, so they are deficient about 2,500 sf. Lot width – required 75 feet, they are at 100.25 feet, a little over, the lot depth required is 100 feet and the lot depth is 50.12 feet, so they are approximately half of what the zone requirement is. Front yard setback along Park Avenue – required is 30 feet, they are at 17.67 feet existing which is existing non-conforming, the applicant is proposing 17.67 feet to align with the existing front wall of the house. Front yard setback along Spring Valley – 30 feet is required, the applicant is at 29.6 feet where they will remain, no additional work to the house structure itself is proposed there except for the new enclosure for the fireplace, slightly west of where the existing fireplace is. Side yard setback to the north – required is 7.5 feet, the applicant is at present 36.3 feet and they are proposing 26.67 feet. So, the applicant is in full conformance there. Combined side yard setback is not applicable since the applicant is on a corner lot and they have two front yards, one rear yard and one side yard. Rear yard setback required is 25 feet and the applicant is at 9. 2 feet which is what the applicant is proposing to build with this addition. Building height – number of stories 30 feet is permitted the applicant is at 28 feet and they are proposing 29.5 feet. 
Mr. Bruno refers to page 3 of the Costa Engineering report under General Comments – comment number one -  Mr. Bruno came up with 27.6 feet as the average take in accordance with the ordinance and where they are permitted to be 30 feet, so they are under the permitted maximum. Building coverage permitted is 25%, they are existing at 17.59%. The proposed addition is at 19.43% so the applicant is substantially less than what is permitted. Lot coverage, the building plus pavement permitted is 30%, the applicant is existing at 23.48% and they are proposing 27.47% but lot coverage including yard amenities, 35% is permitted and they are at 31.16% and they are proposing 37.75% and to put that in prospective the permitted of the allotted square footage for the lot coverage including the yard amenities is 1,754 and they are proposing 1,892, so that is the overage there. He addresses the Costa review letter again in which it speaks about a setback from the single-family dwelling of an accessory building requiring a variance, Mr. Bruno states that they have no accessory building proposed within a foot of the structure, so he is somewhat confused as to what that is and he was hoping for some clarification from the borough engineer. The applicant is removing the existing shed and the 14 x 17 foot rectangle which he is showing on screen is the proposed stone patio. He addresses general comment number two in Costa Engineering’s letter, he has included the lot coverage on the architectural plan. There was  a comment referring to color renderings, the intention at this point is white siding with a dark grey roof, which could be subject to change but he will defer to the Board on that. Item number five about the survey, Mr. Bruno states that he took a look at things and everything tht is existing on site seems to be in accordance with what is shown on the survey. Item number six they will be disturbing far less than 5, 000 sf of land so the Bergen County Soil district regulations would not apply. Item number seven – patio is permitted. Item right – of the project were to be improved by the Zoning Board and production documents would go forth then that detail would be provided and a site  plan prepared by a New Jersey licensed civil engineer would need to be submitted to the Building Department a well as the Municipal Engineer for review, comment and approval. Item number nine – the proposed fencing which complies with the ordinance. Item number 10 the 17.67 feet is to the building wall but the existing canopy for that existing porch would be at 11 feet which is the setback from the edge of the porch to the property line. The applicant is closer to the front lot line than they are permitted to be required by ordinance. The proposed portico roof on the north side of the project would be well within the setback and he believes would be approximately three feet off of the building wall which is in total compliance with the setback. Storm water management- of the project is approved the homeowner will engage a New Jersey licensed civil engineer to handle the site planning i.e. typography, drainage etc. Proposed lighting on the exterior of the building – they will have standard residential type coach lights; nothing directed towards a neighbor. The arborvitaes are plated along the northerly edge of the driveway as well as the easterly lot line and at the time of planting be six to seven feet tall, green giant arborvitaes. 
Mr. Bruno shows the floor plans to the Board. First floor plan – Family room to the left, the closet in the foyer, lavatory and then kitchen and dining situated to the right. The second floor plan above the kitchen and dining they would have master bedroom, walk in closet and the master bath. The existing bedrooms would be reconfigured to create a bit of a home office. The basement floor plan would be situated with the garage to the right or to the north of the utility room, mudroom and laundry, bath, storage and a family room in the basement. The elevation sheet – there is the east or front elevation, the existing portico roof will remain, windows situated as they are now. The addition to the right would be situated with a box bay window, at the first floor dining room level, there are windows to the master bedroom and overhead door for the garage door access. Mr. Bruno goes through north elevation sheet. The rear and west elevation he does the same, the same with the south elevation. He states the building itself has not changed except for the window placement.  And he shows a small bump out to enclose the gas fireplace.  The materials are asphalt shingle roofing, vinyl shake style siding at the top, vinyl siding and  everything will be of a traditional style. 

Questions and comments from the Board 

Mr. Depken asks if they are proposing permeable pavers on the patio because they get a deduction on that for lot coverage. To which Mr. Bruno responded at this point he is showing a stone patio. He did not calculate it that way but as a condition of approval they would be happy to do that to reduce the impervious and by doing that they probably would do the impervious into compliance.  Mr. Bruno states that they are 138 sf over and they are permitted to be 1,754 and they are at 1,892, they will certainly look at that and work with the engineer.  Mr. Depken asked what the purpose of the shower in the basement was for.  Mr. Bruno stated that it was just to have an additional bathroom in the home. 
Mr. Flores wanted to clarify that they are planning to move the pavers that are to the west of the house, and they are replacing it with grass to which Mr. Bruno responded yes.  Mr. Flores thinks Mr. Bruno is shortening himself out. Mr. Bruno stated that when he did the final improved lot coverage, he did not include the existing patio to be removed he only included the proposed new. Mr. Flores said he was talking about the existing impervious lot coverage that they have because it is a lot higher. He suggests that if the application moves forward and they revise the plans, they include that calculation to show that they have  more lot coverage than what they are showing right now for the existing conditions.  Mr. Flores stated that if the applicant uses environmental pavers, he believes they get 50%  credit on that and they have an area of roughly  240 sf  so that will  account for half of it and then you can address the storm water management there  as well.    Mr. Bruno states that if they proceed with the application with the numbers, he shows agreeing to make them better he respectfully asked that the Board consider that.   In his initial calculations Mr. Bruno did not have the existing patio going away. Mr. Flores clarifies the .6 feet is referring to the AC units. They are leaving that variance request in to cover the HVAV units just in case they’re needed. Mr. Bruno would agree with that.  Mr. Flores states that since they are rebuilding the wall, to make sure if it’s over four feet it will need the sign calculations and certification for that. Mr. Flores recommends regarding the building height calculations should be shown on the revised plans to show how they arrived at the calculation so that will be kept on track then they can compare that it didn’t exceed 30 feet. Mr. Bruno stated he will show that on the inbound plans to the Building Department so if there are any questions to take care of it then instead of after it’s built. Mr. Flores further states that they will need a soil movement permit from the Building Department as part of the storm water management.  
The Mayor asks if the required variance is no longer required under setback from single family dwelling. Ms. Stinely states that she believes the variance is required but she could not remember off the top of her head if the last change to the zoning ordinance adjusted that but either way they are requesting that variance for the .6 setback for the HVAC unit. Mr. Flores further expounded upon that further. Ms. Stinely stated that either way the application was submitted prior to the zoning ordinance change so whatever was previously in place would be controlling. The Mayor wanted to know if there was any other place the HVAC unit could go where the setback would no longer be required. Mr. Bruno stated they could put it on the south side but it would be in the front yard and he thinks its problematic to have it five feet from the building. The Mayor asked why the unit could not be moved over to Spring Valley Road. Mr. Bruno states that would be a front yard and if the Board has not objection in them putting in that front yard then they would have no objection either.  They would just have to do the planting in such a way that no one is moving mechanical equipment around the wiring and piping. Mr. Bruno further states that he feels that where the HVAC is located now is the best spot. The Mayor would rather have it on Spring Valley. The Mayor asks why there is a need for two front doors. Mr. Bruno states that one of them is a decorative panel. He further states that he is concerned that the basement is set up as a quick turn around apartment which is not allowed by zoning even though the applicants are not using it that way. Mr. Bruno states that if you look at the plan there clearly is not a door. Where the panel is that he mentioned, it is a utility room. The only door to the exterior at the basement level is the overhead door. Mr. Depken stated that when he does the plan review and he sees a situation like this he asks for a notarized letter from the property owner that it will not be a separate apartment and in this case a bedroom or sleeping area also. And then, when he does a resale inspection he asks the same requests of the buyer. The Mayor ends with stating that he feels that the condenser would be better on the Spring Valley side for the neighbor than on the adjacent property side. Ms. Stinley wants to clarify the Mayor’s questions. She states that the new ordinance changed the language so that air conditioning units are considered accessory structures for the purpose of setbacks but not for the purpose of coverage calculation so then people would not be penalized for having an air conditioner for their lot coverage but they still needed to comply with the setbacks. A variance is required for the setback for the HVAC unit. Ms. Stinely further states regarding the basement Ms. Stinely asks Mr. Bruno if he would be willing to put a plan note stating that the basement will not be converted to living space and if so, additional approvals would have to be sought from the Borough. Mr. Bruno responded absolutely. Mr. Flores asked where the AC unit was at this time. The applicant responded on Spring Valley between the existing fireplace and the bay window. The Mayor states then in essence the unit will stay where it is and he hopes that the Board agrees with him. Mr. Depken asked that if the units are in the front yard is the applicant going to have them screened to which Mr. Bruno stated they would have to be with evergreen landscaping. 
Mr. Gibbons states that if the AC unit is on Spring Valley now then they should just be left there and then he asks the applicant – the house that is up hill from him on Spring Valley – is that their garage that faces his property. Mr. Martinez responded yes. Mr. Gibbons speaks regarding the patio it puts them over by having the regular pavers which brings the applicant to 2.75% over if all of the numbers are correct. He states that personally being a small lot he does not have a problem with the applicant being 2.75 over, the pervious pavers nice but he feels the applicant has been pretty reasonable with what they are asking for so, personally he does not have issue with what they are asking for 2.75 over. To further confirm the front yard setback, it’s going to be basically the stairs correct of just the entry way, the house itself isn’t extending along that line, or is it? Mr. Bruno responds that the house is extending along the existing line there is nothing that is coming forward except this box bay window unit which he believes if a permitted encroachment. 
Mr. Chinigo states he is a little confused over the lot coverage Mr. Gibbons states 2.75 over. Mr. Chinigo asks 2.75  what? Mr. Bruno states that they are permitted 35% and they are at 37.75%. This number is clarified by Mr. Flores.  Mr. Chinigo agrees with the Mayor regarding the AC unit. Mr. Depken asks if the applicant is adding an AC unit, to which Mr. Bruno responds yes, there will be one zone for the first floor and another for the second floor. Mr. Chinigo asked if they were bigger units. To which Mr. Bruno stated that they will most likely be smaller because the newer units are rectilinear. 
Chairman Caslin states his concerns have been addressed. There is no one in the public so the Board can move on. Mr. Depken states that the code should be revised again regarding the air conditioners and the setbacks because he has never seen them so far away from a structure, he believes it will cause a hazard if that is the case. The Mayor states that speaking for the council he believes they would be open to that if this body would recommend it but that will be something taken up under new business not during this current review. Chairman Caslin states it is duly noted to be addressed in the future. Ms. Stinely has one question – in Mr. Costa’s review letter under general comment number 10, page 3 which roof covering is that the front porch or is that on the side. Mr. Bruno states that it is the front porch facing Park. Ms. Stinely asks if the roof overhang extends within what is permitted by the code. Mr. Bruno states that is the east elevation which is not being touched, it does encroach but its already there, they are not proposing any changes to it. Ms. Stinely states that is further into the front yard setback, to which Mr. Bruno states yes that is further into the setback around 11 feet or so. Ms. Stinely asks that Mr. Bruno update that on the plans also. She asks Mr. Bruno if he is okay with complying with everything in Mr. Costa’s letter, to which he responded absolutely. 
Motion on the application is made by Mr. Gibbons as follows -  Block 208 Lot 12, 885 Park Avenue, to approve front yard setback of 17.67 feet, the rear yard setback of 9.2 feet, improved lot coverage of 37.75 and to allow front yard setback for the HVAC units, to comply with all requests from the Borough Engineers letter -Chairman Caslin and the other conditions agreed to in testimony with the applicant ‘s architect – Mr. Gibbons – as amended; second – Mayor Papaleo. Roll Call – Mayor Papaleo – Yes; Chairman Caslin – Yes; Mr. Gibbons- Yes; Mr. Chinigo – Yes. Motion passes.
The Mayor asks Chairman Caslin if he wants to put on the next agenda under New Business Mr. Depken’s recommendation so this body can recommend to the council. Mr. Alter asks for a letter from Mr. Depken stating what exactly they want to discuss. The next meeting is August 27, 2025. One application.

Motion to adjourn – So Made – Mr. Gibbons; Second – Mr. Chinigo All in favor – Aye. Meeting adjourned at 8:33 p.m.
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