
WYCKOFF BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

MARCH 20, 2008 

 
 
Regular Meeting:  8:53 p.m. – Court Room, Second Floor, Memorial Town Hall 
 
The meeting commenced with the reading of the Open Public Meeting Statement by Kevin Rooney, 
Chairman: 
 

"The March 20, 2008 Regular Meeting of the Wyckoff Board of Adjustment is now in session.  
In accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act, notice of this meeting appears on our 
annual Schedule of Meetings.  A copy of our Annual Schedule has been posted on the 
bulletin board of Memorial Town Hall; a copy has been filed with the Township Clerk, The 
Record, The Ridgewood News and the North Jersey Herald and News--all newspapers 
having general circulation throughout the Township of Wyckoff.  At least 48 hours prior to this 
meeting, the agenda thereof was similarly posted, filed and mailed to said newspapers.” 
 

Board Member Attendance: Kevin Rooney, Richard Bonsignore, Doug Christie, Jerry Lombardo, Jim 
Donkersloot, Erik Ruebenacker and Carl Fry.  Absent: Libby Ciampo. 
 
Staff Attendance: Harold P. Cook, Board Attorney, Mark A. DiGennaro, Township Engineer and Jacqueline 
Denequolo, Board of Adjustment Secretary.  
 
The Board of Adjustment Meeting began with the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
Approval of Minutes from the February 21, 2008 Work Session and Regular Meeting. 
 
The approval of the February 21, 2008 Work Session and Regular Meeting minutes took place at the Work 
Session. 
 
RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL 
 

A. RESOLUTION #08-03 - Approval of vouchers from various developers’ escrow accounts. 
 
Approval of Resolution #08-03 had taken place during the Work Session. 
 
RESOLUTION FOR MEMORIALIZATION 
 

B. BROUWER, SCOTT & CARYN, BLOCK 462, LOT 17 (RA-25), 375 Butternut Avenue; Request for 
a front yard setback. 

 
Jim Donkersloot made a motion to memorialize the resolution denying approval.  Second by Carl Fry.  
Voting in favor: Chairman Rooney, Bonsignore, Lombardo, Christie, Donkersloot, Ruebenacker and Fry. 

 
Memorialized resolutions are available upon request in Room 110 at Memorial Town Hall. 
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COMPLETENESS REVIEW 
 
A completeness review is performed on applications to verify that the Municipal Land Use requirements are 
included in the application.  An application can only be scheduled for board review and a public hearing if 
the items required for completeness are included in the application and the Board of Adjustment determines 
the application complete. 
 
 1. RIDGEWOOD WATER (EDER WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 343, LOT 8 (RA-

25), across from 490 James Way. Request to install a Remote Telemetry Unit antenna in order to 
provide better communication capabilities between this location and the Central Control Facility.     

 

Chairman Rooney stated that the representative from Ridgewood Water was at the Work Session 
and has received the Board’s comments.  All seven Ridgewood Water applications have been 
deemed Incomplete. 

 

2. RIDGEWOOD WATER (LAKEVIEW WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 320, LOT 
61.01 (RA-25), 394 Wyckoff Avenue.  Request to install a Remote Telemetry Unit antenna in order to 
provide better communication capabilities between this location and the Central Control Facility.    

 
3. RIDGEWOOD WATER (MEER WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 349, LOT 91 (RA-

25), Northeast Corner of Meer Avenue and James Way.  Request to install a Remote Telemetry Unit 
antenna in order to provide better communication capabilities between this location and the Central 
Control Facility.    

 
4. RIDGEWOOD WATER (MIDLAND WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 265, LOT 119 

(RA-25), between and behind 55 and 57 Midland Avenue.  Request to install a Remote Telemetry 
Unit antenna in order to provide better communication capabilities between this location and the 
Central Control Facility.     

 
5. RIDGEWOOD WATER (RUSSELL WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 346, LOT 5 

(RA-25), Russell Avenue between Stony Brook Lane and Wyckoff Avenue.  Request to install a 
Remote Telemetry Unit antenna in order to provide better communication capabilities between this 
location and the Central Control Facility.   

 
6. RIDGEWOOD WATER (SICOMAC WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 443, LOT 32 

(RA-25), Holly Drive between Mountain Avenue and Willow Run.  Request to install a Remote 
Telemetry Unit antenna in order to provide better communication capabilities between this location 
and the Central Control Facility.    

 
7. RIDGEWOOD WATER (WEISCH WELL COMMUNICATIONS ANTENNA), BLOCK 455, LOT 36 

(RA-25), end of Weisch Lane across from Route 208.  Request to install a Remote Telemetry Unit 
antenna in order to provide better communication capabilities between this location and the Central 
Control Facility.   

 
CONTINUED APPLICATION 

 
8. LUCCA, STEVEN & DENISE, BLOCK 250, LOT 30 (RA-25), 369 Pinewood Drive.  Variance 

requested for a front yard setback, lot coverage and existing non-conformities.  A new entryway and 
steps will extend into the front yard setback. 
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Mr. & Mrs. Steven Lucca were continuing under oath from the last meeting.  Mr. Lucca stated that 
all of the changes have been made as requested.  They opened up the doorway to the study on the 
first floor and took out the closet.  
 
Chairman Rooney questioned if there was any intention now or in the future of putting a bedroom 
on the first floor?  Would there be a problem with the resolution stating that all three bedrooms 
would remain on the second floor? 
 
The Luccas indicated that there was no intention of having a bedroom on the first floor and would 
have no problem with a stipulation indicating that all three bedrooms would be on the second floor.  
 
Jim Donkersloot, Board Member, questioned if there was any thought to taking out the wall 
between the living room and study creating a great room. 
 
Mrs. Lucca indicated that they had a large great room in the back of the house.  This room will most 
likely be a playroom for their son.  
 
OPEN TO THE PUBLIC  
 
No comments from the public. 
 
CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC   
 

 Jerry Lombardo made a motion to approve the application as amended with the addition of a 
restrictive covenant.  Second by Carl Fry.  Voting in favor: Chairman Rooney, Bonsignore, 
Lombardo, Christie, Donkersloot, Ruebenacker and Fry. 

 
Harold P. Cook, Board Attorney, stated that a deed will be recorded to ensure there’s a restrictive 
covenant.  The home will be restricted to three bedrooms on the second floor supported by a three 
bedroom septic system.  Any future purchaser would be limited to a three bedroom home. 
 
Mrs. Lucca questioned the status of the septic plan?  
 
Mr. DiGennaro stated that it had been approved.  The Luccas would need to come in to get a 
permit and schedule an open bed inspection. 
 
Mr. Cook stated that a copy of the deed should be provided to Jackie Denequolo, Board Secretary, 
in order to get a new one prepared. 

 
NEW APPLICATIONS 

 
9. MARGROFF, JOHN, BLOCK 265, LOT 68 (RA-25), 192 Crescent Avenue.  A request for a front 

yard and side yard setback for a principal structure in order to reconstruct the deck and add on to the 
downstairs bedroom.  

 
Mr. John Spizzirri, attorney for the applicant, stated that this application involves the construction of a 
new bedroom and new deck.  The proposed deck is to be constructed exactly where the old deck 
exists and not relocated as indicated on the agenda.   
 
 



BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT – RM  MARCH 20, 2008 4 

 
Architectural plans prepared by Scott F. Lurie, have been marked as A2 dated 6/15/07.  A plot plan, 
prepared by Robert J. Weissman, Engineer, was marked as A3 dated 11/19/07 with the latest 
revision dated 1/3/08.   
 
Harold P. Cook, Board Attorney, swore in Mr. Bob Weissman, the applicant’s engineer, and Mr. John 
Margroff, the applicant.   
 
Mr. Margroff indicated that he has resided in the town since 1943.  The lot currently has a house, tool 
shed and existing wood deck.  Wooded property and parklands are directly behind the lot.  
Landscaping, which doesn't 100% shield the neighbor’s garage, is in place along the property line.  
Forsythia bushes straddle the property line and shield the two properties from each other.  There are 
three bedrooms upstairs with another room.  The purpose of this addition is to avoid going up and 
down the stairs.  Mr. Margroff is prohibited from doing so since he has a chronic heart condition and 
two bad knees.  The bedroom addition on the first floor will be shielded by landscaping as indicated 
on the plan.  The Board is requested to permit the existing non-conformities which were in existence 
in 1943 when the home was purchased predating the current zoning ordinances.   
 
Mr. Bob Weissman, is the engineer and preparer of the plot plan marked as A3.  From an engineering 
perspective, the property is presently non-conforming.  The principal building side yard setback is 
proposed at 12.6’ where 20’ is required.  This is primarily driven by the location of the house and 
narrowness of the lot.  The neighbor’s garage is in a location adjoining the proposed addition which is 
3-4 ft. off of the property line.  Lots 70, 69 and 67, which were built in the same era, are all very 
similar and are all skewed in the front.  Based on field observation, the home to the right appears to 
be 3-4 ft. from the garage to the property line and the property to the north appears to have a 5-6 ft. 
separation to the property line.  The total lot coverage is proposed at 11.2%, which is modest 
including the proposed addition.  The present principal coverage is 6.16% versus the proposed of 
8.32% where 15% is allowed.  The total building footprint will be 1843 sq. ft.   Based on today’s 
standards, this is a fairly modest footprint.   
 
Doug Christie, Board Member, questioned why the existing dwelling was at 9.54 sq. ft. and proposed 
is at 9.29 sq. ft.? 
 
Mr. Weissman stated that he believed the basement entrance with a bilco door was to be eliminated 
as part of this renovation which originally was part of the foundation. 
 
Jerry Lombardo, Board Member, questioned if Mr. Margroff presently parked his cars in the 
driveway?  If so, was any thought given to adding a garage since there’s plenty of lot coverage 
available? 
 
Mr. Margroff stated that he had not considered a garage at this time.   
 
Mr. Spizziri stated that Exhibit A3 depicts the area where the deck is located.  A garage would be 
considered an accessory structure and would require a 15’ side yard setback.  Mr. Spizziri questioned 
whether Mr. Margroff thought a garage could fit in that area. 
 
Mr. Margroff stated that a garage would not fit in that area.  If the garage was put in the rear, a lot of 
the rear yard would be lost. 
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Chairman Rooney questioned whether the deck was being enlarged or just replaced?  The existing 
square footage is 234 and the new deck is being proposed at 340.  
 
Mr. Spizziri stated that the deck is being replaced and enlarged by squaring off the corners.  
 
Chairman Rooney questioned if Mr. Weissman prepared the landscape plan?  The proposed 
plantings are small foundation shrubs which don’t supply any screening from the neighbor’s yard. 
 
Mr. Weissman stated that he had prepared the landscape plan but wasn’t a landscape architect.  The 
pyramid arborvitaes would be 4 ft. high along with a row of arborvitaes at a height of 2-3 ft.  It’s 
agreed that these plantings won’t provide much screening.  
 
Mr. Spizziri wanted to reiterate that landscaping is already along the property line.  This addition will 
be adjacent to the neighbor’s garage.  The screening being requested would not be for the neighbor’s 
back yard but for the neighbor’s garage.   
 
Chairman Rooney stated that the screening will also screen a portion of the applicant’s new addition. 
 
Jim Donkersloot, Board Member, questioned if the location of the adjacent residence on Exhibit A2 is 
accurate? 
 
Mr. Weissman stated that based on field observation, it looks correct as far as the location of the 
garage. 
 
Mr. Margroff stated that there is a 3 ft. sidewalk along the neighbor’s garage.  
 
Doug Christie, Board Member, questioned if Mr. Margroff would be accepting of stepping in the south 
wall 6-8."  The proposal is not obtrusive now, but if the variance is granted, the approval would run 
with the land and allow a new owner to possibly add a second story. 
 
Mr. Spizziri stated that a 6" step in maximum would be acceptable.  The architectural plan would be 
revised if approved and subject to the Township Engineer's review.  
 
Chairman Rooney stated that the Board would need definitive plant counts and sizes for the record.  

 
Mr. Spizziri stated that a total of 8 plants are proposed.  Three are located in the back and five on the 
side of the property.  Mr. Weissman stated that there would be a minimum of 4-5 pyramid arborvitaes 
at a height of 4-5’ and 2-3 balled and burlapped globe arborvitaes at a height of 2-3’ tall. 
 
Jerry Lombardo, Board Member, stated that the magnolia tree should be protected out to the drip line 
during construction. 

 
OPEN TO THE PUBLIC  
 
No comments from the public.  
 
CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC  
 
 
 
 

 Doug Christie made a motion to approve the application with the following revisions: the south wall 
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should be stepped in a minimum of 6" for the entire length of the home.  There will be 5 plantings on 
the right side of the property and 3 in the rear.  The globes will be 2-3’ and the pyramids will be 4-5’.  
Second by Jerry Lombardo.  Voting in favor: Chairman Rooney, Bonsignore, Lombardo, Christie, 
Donkersloot, Ruebenacker and Fry. 
 

10. GOSTKOWSKI, STEVEN & PARTHENOPI, BLOCK 498, LOT 40.01 (R15), 474 Lafayette Avenue.  
Request for two side yard setbacks and the ability to continue a walk out basement in an existing 
structure. 

 
John A. Spizziri, applicant’s attorney, marked the McNally Engineering As-built Survey as A2, dated 
11/20/07.  The second exhibit marked as A3 is a topographic property map, dated 6/02/03, by Paul 
Schilling.  At the work session, the issues with this application were discussed.  The cause of the 
problem came about when the applicant filed for a building permit.  The applicant had a discussion 
with Mr. Tom Gensheimer, Building Official, when the retaining wall was put in and an as-built was 
requested.  The dimensions on Exhibit A3 were determined to be incorrect.  The survey submitted 
shows the garage and is outlined in red to indicate the proposed addition. 
 
Mr. Spizziri placed the two exhibits on the dais for the Board Members to review.    
 
Harold P. Cook, Board Attorney, swore in Mr. Steven Gostkowki, 474 Lafayette Avenue, Wyckoff.  
The home was purchased in 1998 with a survey done in 2003.  The 2003 original survey was used to 
outline the proposed home.  Two existing dimension points of 17.24’ and 16.10’ were from the garage 
which wasn’t attached to the dwelling at that time.  There was a small architectural brick swale with a 
12-15” width archway which was removed along with a small closet on the first floor.  Due to these 
architectural changes, the side yard setback was improved. 
 
Mr. Gostkowski continued to state that the existing home consisted of a bedroom and half bath on the 
first floor and three bedrooms with two full baths on the second floor.  The renovation of the home 
proposed four bedrooms eliminating the bedroom on the first floor.  Mr. Bill Vander Eems was 
encountered at Kuiken Brothers, who questioned the home’s proximity to the property line.  Mr. 
Vander Eems son lived in the house next door.  At the time, the windows and stone were already 
done on the home and a year into construction.  Mr. Vander Eems indicated that the side yard 
setback needed to be 15' in an R15 Zone.  Mr. Gostkowski was informed by Mr. Vander Eems that an 
R10 zone with a 10’ setback was not applicable in Wyckoff.   
 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that a conversation with Mr. Gensheimer took place regarding the retaining 
wall.  The original wall was approximately 125 feet long and tiered in the back of the property.  The 
wall was stepped back and reconstructed to meet the code of the Township.  Seepage pits were 
installed off the back of the garage to catch all of the liters.  A second pit was installed off of the back 
corner with a drainage line in the back of the property approximately four feet down which empties 
into the seepage pit.  This water run-off criteria was provided and directed by the zoning official.  The 
walkout basement required a variance which was intended to be sought.  Once the side yard setback 
was determined to require a variance, it was decided to go before the Board with the two variances at 
one time.  As questioned at the work session, no fill was brought onto the site.  Fill was actually taken 
off the site.  The prior owner brought in fill and created a slope.  The prior retaining wall was built on a 
hump and was dilapidated.    
 
 
 
 
The house on the left, owned by Mr. Vander Eems’ son, has a garage approximately 10’ off of the 
property line which was constructed at the same time as this house.  Mr. Vander Eems’ house 
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elevation is 2½’ higher than Mr. Gostkowski’s property.  No additional property was able to be 
purchased next door to avoid the side yard setback encroachment.  The home on the right side of the 
property was built in 1975 and is approximately 12' off of the property line.   
 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that the walkout basement is located underneath the deck.  The original 
walkout basement was in line with the back of the house.  The renovation bumped the walkout 
basement 10’X16' which is directly over the walkout basement.  This is the only exit which is used by 
the kids and needed in case of fire.   
 
A footing inspection was inspected and approved by Mr. Larry Edler based on an erroneous 
dimension on the original survey.  A landscape plan has been submitted and an irrigation system 
exists only in the front yard.  There’s no intention of adding irrigation in the backyard.  Norwegian 
Spruce trees will be installed in the back of the property by the retaining wall.  The trees will shield the 
property behind this home which sits much lower. 

 
Jerry Lombardo, Board Member, questioned the new construction located on the North side of the 
house which ending up with a 12.3’ side yard setback.  Testimony was given that it was Mr. 
Gostkowski’s understanding that the required side yard setback should have been 10’.  The lack of 
knowledge on Mr. Gostkowski’s part doesn’t soften its impact.  A recent application was denied due 
to the placement of a structure at the incorrect setback.  This situation was completed in error as well. 
 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that the new construction was intended to be built at the setback.  The survey 
indicated 17 available feet for the sideyard.  The garage was placed at 12.3’ which was an attempt to 
step away from the supposed 10’ setback.  The setback turned out to be incorrect. 
 
Chairman Rooney questioned when the error was realized and when a discussion took place with 
Tom Gensheimer, Building Inspector?  

 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that the error was recognized a little more than a year into the project.  A 
discussion with Mr. Gensheimer took place a couple of months after recognizing the error. 
 
Chairman Rooney questioned if the project continued?  If so, what was the reasoning for the delay in 
informing the Township? 

 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that there wasn't a definitive answer that the measurement was incorrect?  

 
Mr. Spizziri stated that work was continued on other parts of the property not directly related to this 
situation.  The applicant didn’t know he was in violation, until the new survey was received. 
 
Chairman Rooney stated that the application that was denied was a structure that was already 
constructed.  The work continued even though they knew they were in violation.  

 
Richard Bonsignore, Board Member, questioned if the project was constructed based off of the 
staked out property or based off a structure existing on the property?   
 
Mr. Gostkowski believed that the gentleman at the time thought that the setback was 10'.  He worked 
off of the garage foundation and not the stakes.  

 
 

Mr. Bonsignore concluded that the blame was not entirely caused by the incorrect survey but by the 
fact that the construction was based off of the existing structure instead of the staked out property.  
Another question is regarding the air conditioning compressors which are located outside of the 
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building envelope.  What would it take to relocate them? 
 

Mr. Gostkowski stated that one compressor was existing and one was added next to the existing unit.  
The neighbor’s compressors are next to these as well.  The side of the house where the compressors 
are located was never opened up.  It would be costly and difficult to get through the walls in order to 
get to the back of the property. 

 
Mr. Bonsignore recommended installing some screening by the units between this house and the 
neighbor’s house. 

 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that there is screening already in place but more can be done. 

 
Mr. Lombardo questioned where the applicant got the idea that the side yard setback was 10’? 

 
Mr. Bonsignore stated that when the dimension page was filled out for the building permit, the 
setback would have been detected. 
 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that his brother-in law, from whom he bought the house from, said that the 
zone was an R10.  The architect said that he would check the accuracy of the zone.  Mr. Gostkowski 
indicated that he was his own General Contractor and filled out the dimension page for the building 
permit and hadn’t noticed the side yard setback discrepancy at the time. 
 
Chairman Rooney stated that a port-a-potty has been on the site for two years.  Can it be relocated to 
the back of the house?  
 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that the port-a-potty could not be in the back of the home but could be moved 
into the garage temporarily.   
 
Chairman Rooney stated that construction signs were on the site in the photos that were submitted.  
Signs are in violation of a township ordinance. 

 
Mr. Gostkowski stated that there are no construction signs on the site currently. 

 
Doug Christie, Board Member, stated that the deck is attached to the house and should be part of the 
principal not the accessory.   
 
Mark DiGennaro, Township Engineer, stated that if the deck is not covered and attached to the home, 
it’s considered an accessory structure.  If the deck is attached on the second floor, it’s considered 
part of the principal.  For the record, Section 186-6 of the Zoning Code describes the following:  
 
 Accessory Structure: A subordinate building or structure on the same lot with a main building, 
occupied or devoted exclusively to an accessory use and under the same ownership and control as 
the main building.  A private swimming pool or a private tennis court is an accessory structure in any 
residential zone.  A deck, as defined herein, may be treated as an accessory building or structure in 
any residential zone.  A deck not meeting the definitional requirements as contained herein shall be 
considered part of the principal building or structure.” 
 
 
 Deck: An unenclosed, roofless structure used for outdoor recreation, lounging, dining or the 
like, having a maximum floor height constructed at a level not exceeding the main living floor of the 
principal residential building. 
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Mr. Christie stated that General Contractors are known to be very costly.  An individual that takes the 
position on themselves may end up in a tough spot if the job is incorrectly completed.  The General 
Contractor, in turn, would be responsible for any project errors. 
 
Harold P. Cook, Board Attorney, swore in Mr. Ken Ochab. 
 
Mr. Ochab stated that he was a licensed planner in the State of NJ with a Masters Degree from 
Rutgers University, practicing for thirty years. 
 
Mr. Cook stated that the Board has accepted Mr. Ochab’s professional qualifications.   

 
Mr. Ochab stated that the site is relatively narrow with 31,000 sq. ft. in size, a width of 110 sq. ft. and 
285 ft. in depth.  The house currently on the site meets all of the zoning requirements with the 
exception of the two side yard setbacks and a building height of 3 stories.  An existing circular 
driveway leads to a new two car garage.  The grade on the site falls off from Lafayette to the rear of 
the lot.  The old home’s grade dropped from front to back creating the walkout basement situation.  
The rear of the old home had a walkout basement situated more towards the rear.   
 
Mr. Spizziri questioned Mr. Ochab as to the surrounding residential area.  Mr. Ochab indicated that 
the homes are residential in an R15 zone made up of 2 and 2 ½ story structures.  Exhibit A5 has the 
top photograph depicting the existing structure.  The middle photo on Exhibit A5 shows the site 
Northbound on Lafayette Avenue.  The neighbor to the right side of this property has stone on the 
side of the house mirroring this house.  The bottom photo on Exhibit A5 shows the new house on the 
property with the house to the North separated by their existing garage and the proximity of the 
buildings.   
 
Mr. Ochab addressed Exhibit A4’s top photo which shows the separation between the new house to 
the right to the property line which is following the stone wall.  This house was 12.3' off of the property 
line.  The existing house to the North is approximately 12-13 ft. off of the property line.  The center 
photo on Exhibit A4 shows the rear of the existing building with the basement area exposed.  This 
exposed area on the new home is almost in the same exact spot.  The bottom photo shows the new 
home and the house to the South which is 12-13 feet off of the property line.    
 
Mr. Spizziri requested that Mr. Ochab address the continuance of the 3 story walkout basement with 
respect to the master plan, land use law and zoning ordinance of Wyckoff.  Mr. Ochab stated that the 
height variance is for the number of stories where 2 ½ stories are allowed in an R15 zone.  Due to the 
topographic situation which existed on the site, the new home now mirrors the original building.   The 
alternative would be to bring in a tremendous amount of fill which would not be a good planning 
alternative to correct the variance.  This area would not be exposed to any neighbor in the rear with 
the closest being 160 ft.   There doesn’t appear to be any substantial impact or detriment to the zone 
plan with respect to the Board granting this variance, which is unique and relative to this property.   
 
Mr. Ochab addressed Exhibit A4 depicting the right side variance request of 11.7’ which improves a 
non-conforming condition even though the 15' is not met.   Exhibit A2, indicates an existing non-
conformity of 11.7 to the front, 13.4 to back and 14.1 to the offset which will remain as non- 
 
 
conformities.  Removing the existing non-conformity will bring light air and open space to the side 
yard and will meet one of the purposes of the Municipal Land Use Law.  There is no substantial 
detriment in approving this variance since it makes this condition better.  The vehicular activity is on 
the other side of the property.  Exhibit A4 shows the left side of the property with the front at 12.3’ and 
the rear at 14.1 ft.  The existing condition under the old construction had an accessory garage in the 
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rear yard 14' or less off of the property line.  The rationale for the variance is that the removal and 
incorporation of the garage into the principal home and moving it forward on the lot qualifies as a C2 
variance improving the old condition.  The expectation of a backyard is to be in a quiet and peaceful 
spot which was not the best scenario in the prior condition.  Three sons would potentially bring more 
vehicles in the future.  All of this potential activity has been eliminated from what’s expected from a 
rear yard.  Pollution and the impact on the adjoining property’s rear yards have been improved.  The 
current two car garage has storage above which has no impact on the house to the North since 
there’s no activity above the garage.  The spacing between the two homes is approximately 25 feet 
with sufficient open space and enough light and air.  The garages are the closest to each other.  The 
planning rationale is positive for the adjacent neighbors with the negative criteria bringing a slight 
detriment. 
 
Doug Christie, Board Member, questioned what the criteria was in measuring the roof height?   
 
Mark DiGennaro, Township Engineer, stated that the roof height is measured from the highest peak 
to the lowest grade. 
 
Mr. Christie stated that the roof peak is 320.85 and the low point is at 284 which measures 36.85’.  
Wyckoff’s ordinance has a height maximum of 35'.   
 
Chairman Rooney stated that clear numbers need to be submitted. 
 
Jerry Lombardo, Board Member, questioned if Mr. Ochab found that the home visually from the back 
is imposing? 
 
Mr. Ochab stated that he didn’t find the structure imposing due to the depth of the property.  The 
depth from the back of the house to the property line is 160+ feet.  
 
Mr. Lombardo questioned if Mr. Ochab found the distance of 22’ between the two garages too close 
to each other?  
 
Mr. Ochab stated that when he drove up Lafayette Avenue his assessment was that the house is not 
noticeable in terms of the design or placement. 
 
Mr. Lombardo stated that he disagreed.  This home looks like new construction that is very close to 
the house on the left.    
 
Eric Ruebenacker, Board Member, agreed with Mr. Lombardo.  This block of homes is made up of 
cape cods and colonials.  This house doesn't fit in on this block.  
 
Mr. Ochab stated that while the house is large, the separation between the houses is similar.  These 
size homes are now a trend with a significant demand for individual private space.  The zoning 
ordinances of the town have been met with the exception of a 2.5 foot encroachment on each side.  If 
this weren’t the case, visually it would not be realized. 
 
 
Jim Donkersloot, Board Member, stated that the space over the garage may conceivable be used as 
living space.   
 
Mr. Spizziri questioned whether Mr. Ochab felt the construction of the deck would soften the impact of 
the home’s size? 
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Mr. Ochab stated that once the deck is constructed, the visual effect of the dwelling’s size would 
potentially be softened. 
 
Mr. Spizziri questioned whether Mr. Ochab thought a passerby would notice if the structure was 
placed at 15 ft. versus 12.3 ft.? 
 
Mr. Ochab stated that, without measuring, it would not be noticeable.  
 
Chairman Rooney stated that Exhibit A5 doesn’t depict any screening from the road between the two 
homes, in case an accessory structure was to be constructed. 
 
Mr. Spizziri stated that Mr. Gostkowski has no intention of putting any accessory structures in the 
back yard.  
 
Chairman Rooney stated that a subsequent owner could.  
 
Mr. Spizziri stated that a restriction could be added to ensure that no accessory structures, such as a 
garage, may be constructed in the back yard. 
 
Chairman Rooney stated that the air conditioning units are a concern, and should be reviewed as far 
as relocating them since they encroach further into the setback.  Cost is not a factor for this Board.  
The Landscape Plan needs to be completed by a professional with a legend indicating the quantity 
and sizes.  If approved, screening along the stone area in the back of the home needs to be in place 
which isn’t currently proposed.  There’s an existing irrigation system in the front of the home.  If 
approved, how will the spruce trees in the back be watered.  The Board would require a two year 
professional maintenance plan with one year prepaid.  Lastly, clarification for the height needs to be 
submitted as well. 
 
Richard Bonsignore, Board Member, stated that he thought Mr. Ochab’s discussion was compelling.  
This home is certainly not the best of circumstances but there is an argument to be made that the 
position of the structure relative to the neighbor is not really a detriment.  The structure itself is large 
yet articulated and broken up.  The garage brought closer to the front is a change for the better.  
Screening could soften the condition.  While the home encroaches 2.5’ into the setback, it’s a large 
structure even if it was in conformity.  The home is well designed with different ridges creating vertical 
axis and sets a rhythm that is more appropriate to a community rather than McMansions that we’re 
trying to avoid. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 p.m. 
 

  Jacqueline Denequolo 
Board of Adjustment Secretary 
 

 


