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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS OF RIDGEFIELD

MINUTES OF MEETING

MARCH 6, 2006

NOTE: These minutes are intended as a rough outlinbeoproceedings of the
Board of Appeals on Zoning of Ridgefield heldMarch 6, 2006,in the
Public Meeting Room, Town Hall Annex, 66 Prospedceé&t, Ridgefield.
They are not intended to replace verbatim transcrgd the meeting
which may be obtained from the Administrator attcos

The Chairman called the meeting to order at apprately 7:30 p.m. Sitting on the
board for the evening were: Charles Creamer (ClaijmEdward Odachowski, Henry
Seemann and Glenn Smith. Also present were ateridichael Stenko and Andrew
Pisanelli.

Rotation of alternates: The rotation from the lasteting was: first, Mr. Pisanelli;
second, Mr. Collins; third, Mr. Stenko. Alternsit@ere needed to sit on new petitions
for Mr. Odachowski and Mr. Campbell. Mr. Stenkaavir. Pisanelli were available. As
Mr. Collins had submitted his resignation to besefifve March 20, 2006, the rotation for
the next meeting will be: first, Mr. Pisanelliecond, Mr. Stenko.

The following petitions were continued from the kedry 13, 2006 meeting.

Appeal No. 06-005— Petition of Paul and Theresa Tan

Mr. and Mrs. Toms were not able to be present aekwepresented by Virginia Toms.
All board members had visited the sitel@8 Peaceable Street.

Mr. Odachowski asked if there would be changedéoexterior. Ms. Toms said there
would not; part of the floor area of the secoraiflwould be removed to create a two-
storey space and the rest of the second floor woeddme storage space only.

Mr. Creamer asked about the original use. Ms. Texgained that the house had
originally been a cottage on the Doubleday Estatee barn to the rear had been used for
horses and cows. Six years earlier, the barn bbapsed, and her son (Paul Toms) had
reconstructed the barn as the main house on tiperyo

Mr. Stenko asked about the use of the basement. Thtas said it contained the oll
burner, and as the floor was stone and concreteretst of the space would be storage
only.

Dr, Seemann asked how the heating unit for therme@ioor would be dismantled. Ms.
Toms responded that all the pipes had burst, schéa¢ing for the entire house had
already been. New baseboard heating would beledian the first floor only.

The following people spoke in favor of the variance

Ralph Willemson, a real estate agent, was intesteisigoreserving Ridgefield’s history
andcharacter, and did not want to see the houseyed.

Christopher Braga stated that he drove past theepip frequently and was in favor of
preserving the house.

No-one else appeared to speak for or against tiiteopeand the hearing was concluded.
The decision may be found in the end section afghminutes.
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Appeal No. 06-006 — Petition of Toll Brothers, Inc.

Attorney Matthew Ranelli represented the applicartack Lannamann of Toll Brothers
was also present. All board members had visitedsiie ab38 Danbury Road.

Mr. Ranelli reviewed the number and type of siggtguested on this particular property.

Mr. Creamer asked about the use of the property. Rdnelli explained that there would
be 74 age-restricted townhouses, together withetingehouse with water but no kitchen
facilities. The rest of the property would considtopen space with walking trails.
Although ownership was separate, the use wouldirtievith that of the adjoining
Benchmark property.

Mr. Creamer did not believe any statutory authoeitysted under 8-2 of the Connecticut
General Statutes for the Planning and Zoning Comionsto regulate the types of signs
Mr. Ranelli was requesting. Mr. Ranelli felt theopess of getting the development
approved by the P&ZC had been high profile, anctddhat the applicant was trying to
work with the town and its regulations.

Dr. Seemann commented that one of the signs, ldii:l&vas located within a stone wall
and fence. He received confirmation that the \watl fence would not need variances if
they did not contain the sign. However, he questibthe need for the site sign (F).

Mr. Ranelli responded that the sign would pick my aeople who had missed the first
signs and would only be seen by people who wete [Bse sign was out of view, except
for those people approaching the town houses, ese tlvas no clutter of signs, and thus
this sign was within the intent of the regulatioht. Ranelli noted that the board could
consider things other than hardship under thetstgtguch as that substantial justice was
done and there was due consideration for the puigdadth, safety and welfare. An
unmarked entrance would lead to confusion.

Mr. Odachowski noted that the signs contained #igiifferent names and that sign F
appeared to be an advertising sign. Mr. Ranedllithe slight differences in the names
could be an oversight.

Mr. Stenko questioned how close the sign was tofitisé proposed townhouse. If
someone driving saw the first townhouse, he wouldvwk where he was. Mr. Ranelli
conceded that the signs could have been doneehtigr but felt the ones proposed were
sound planning and within the intent of the regalsd.

No-one appeared to speak for or against the pettial the hearing was concluded. The
decision may be found in the end section of theiseit®es.

Appeal No. 06-007 - Petition of Toll Brothers, IncAgent for IREIF |ll Ridgefield
SH LLC, dba Ridgefield Crossings, Benchmark AssisteLiving

Attorney Matthew Ranelli represented the applicartack Lannamann of Toll Brothers
was also present. All board members had visitessiie ab40 Danbury Road.

Mr. Ranelli explained that this application covetbd number of signs and the size of
permitted directional signs. Directional signs &v@ermitted at 3 sq. ft. Toll Brothers
were asking for 4.4 sq. ft. There were three ecegways to the three properties very
close together, and the applicant wanted to kesfictimoving. None of the signs were
visible from off-site.

Mr. Odachowski questioned the wording on one of #igns: “Regency Luxury
Townhouses by Toll Brothers. Mr. Lannamann stdted the name was “Regency at
Ridgefield”, but felt the word “Townhouses” was ded on the sign.
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Dr. Seemann felt that the first D sign might beanoed by white pines. The second D
sign was very close to two large B signs for thigagrce. Mr. Ranelli noted that the signs
could be more appropriately spaced, and offerediddk with the town’s emergency
services departments to field locate them.

Mr. Odachowski felt the first D sign was also néxta sign for a different use. Mr.
Ranelli noted that at that time there were only twes on the three properties. When the
third was added, it would be a more active comnyunithe board would not set any
precedent in approving the signs because the gaeels were unique in Ridgefield.

Mr. Creamer asked about the use of this partiquaacel. Mr. Ranelli stated that this was
the Assisted Living portion of the complex. Mr.e@mer noted that the uses were
identified as Ridgefield Harbor and Ridgefield Giiogs. Mr. Lannamann explained that
the property was one business entity but offerexléwels of care.

Mr. Ranelli also noted that the applicants wereating a consistent theme with the signs
on the three properties.

No-one appeared to speak for or against the pettial the hearing was concluded. The
decision may be found in the end section of theiseit®s.

Appeal No. 06-008 — Petition of Toll Brothers, In¢c. Agent for Athena Holdings,
LLC/Laurel Ridge Health Care

Attorney Matthew Ranelli represented the applicartack Lannamann of Toll Brothers
was also present. All board members had visitedsiie ab42 Danbury Road.

Mr. Ranelli explained that on this property, thelagant was looking for variances for

the size, number and location of the signs. Twaigns were needed at the main
entrance to the property from Route 7, one to Béh to traffic driving north, and the

other to those driving south. The signs were ud@it., but totaled over 12 ft.

Mr. Creamer asked why there would not be a trdifjbt at the location. Mr. Ranelli
explained that his client had approached DOT, &edptroperty had a long history with
DOT spanning 14 years. State Representative Jofhyndupported the traffic light, but
DOT had found that the site did not meet “warramdlgsis”, that there was not enough
volume to justify the light. The light was notédily to be built because DOT considered
it too close to the set of lights at Routes 35 and

Mr. Creamer noted that the entrance structure washigh and might obstruct the vision
of those exiting the property. Mr. Ranelli agrébd structure might be pulled back, but
also noted that DOT would not approve anything thaght interfere with the line of
sight.

Mr. Stenko asked if the existing signs would begeed. Mr. Ranelli noted that on this
particular property, only one sign existed in thedmn.

Mr. Creamer noted that other signs for Laurel Ridgisted on the property. Mr. Ranelli
confirmed that all existing signs would be replabgdhe new ones.

No-one appeared to speak for or against the pettial the hearing was concluded. The
decision may be found in the end section of theiseit®es.

The following new petitions were heard:
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Appeal No. 06-009 — Petition of Christopher R. Braa

Mr. Braga explained that his housel&tRitch Drive was located 37.8 ft. from the front

line whereas the current requirements were 5(Hie. wished to update the front of his

house, which was 50 years old, to install new wirslosiding and weatherproofing. The

front was asymmetrical; the front door was nottemd. He was seeking a variance to
allow the construction of a front porch to corréoe problems which would project an

additional five feet towards the front line.

Mr. Creamer noted that the area had been upzooneddne-acre to two-acres, and none
of the houses were conforming.

No-one appeared to speak for or against the pettial the hearing was concluded. The
decision may be found in the end section of theiseit®es.

Appeal No. 06-010 — Petition of Stephen R. and Gall Tobin

Mr. and Mrs. Tobin were represented by Attorney &blewell on their property 400
Silver Spring Road. Mr. Jewell noted that the house had been consttuarnethis large
property in 1740, long before zoning regulationssiexi. There was also a barn,
woodshop and various accessory structures. Theshgas small, 1600 sq. ft., with two
bedrooms and a bathroom that needed to be updated.

The applicants wished to construct an additioréorear of the house that would provide
storage, a laundry room and an additional bathrodowever, because the existing
house was totally within the setbacks, the reaitiatdwould require a front setback
variance.

In terms of hardship, Mr. Jewell felt this arosenfrthe adoption of zoning regulations in
1946 and subsequent changes to those regulatidres.hduse was barely usable by
modern standards, with no closet space. It wasuenigne of the oldest houses in
Ridgefield, but needed modernization. Also, asdtidition was entirely to the rear of the
house, it would not further encroach into the freetback area.

No-one appeared to speak for or against the petaral the hearing was concluded. The
decision may be found in the end section of theiseit®s.

Appeal No. 06-011 — Petition of John Silvestri

The applicant was represented by Attorney RobeavelleHis client wished to construct
an addition to his home 80 Dowling Drive.

Mr. Jewell explained that his client’'s property hbden conforming until the State
amended the statutes on June 1, 2004. It consifeethome with 4 sheds which were all
legally nonconforming. If all four sheds were rerady his client could construct the
addition and the property would become more conimgnboth as to coverage and
setbacks (but not as to FAR). However, his clieotld prefer to retain one of the sheds.
The addition consisted of 728 sq. ft.; the shedssts ft.

In terms of history, the area had been zoned Ré&-éune) in 1946 and remained that
way until the subdivision of which this house wastpvas approved in 1966. Ten days
after the subdivision was approved, the Plannind) Zoning upzoned the area to two-
acres. The subdivision lots were protected uhél$tate changed the law in 2004.

After the addition was constructed, the house warddsist of 5,137 sq. ft. which
represented an FAR of 11.7%. This was in excesdodth the one and two-acre
requirements. The hardship was found in the demiof FAR, which included all floors
except the basement, cellars and attics. For nmseh, the basement was underground
and thus did not count towards FAR. However, thssva raised ranch, and raised
ranches typically were only one-third undergroua for raised ranches, the basements
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were included in the FAR. Mr. Jewell felt it wascongruous to apply the FAR
definition to this particular house. He also rederto_Adolphsonwhich held that a strict
finding of hardship was not necessary if a nonconity were being reduced.

The following people spoke in support of the praos

Mary Morrisroe of 20 Dowling Drive noted that thddition would extend towards her

house, but the height would remain the same andhdlise would not be closer to the
property line.

Joanne Sullivan, the abutting property owner,ifeltould be a nice addition.

John Morrisroe of 20 Dowling Drive felt the planswid enhance the house. He did not
feel all four sheds should be removed, but thatajyalicant should be left with one or

two.

A letter in support from also received from neighbQ property owner Robert
MacDonald.

Mr. Jewell asked, if the board were so inclinedt tthe frame shed closest to the house
be allowed to remain. It was the newest of the.fou

There were no further comments and the hearingogatinued to March 20, 2006 to
allow board members to visit the property.

Appeal No. 06-012 — Petition of Eppoliti Realty Inc

This application was postponed to April 3, 2006.

Appeal No. 06-013 — Petition of James and Mary Lott

James Lott explained that he wished to constrdobra porch on his house &0 Saint
John’s Road The porch would help prevent water coming intoliouse and basement.
He showed the board photographs of the damage @¢éyseater, and his prior attempts
at sealing the foundation. These had failed, &edpibrch would solve the problem by
moving the water away from the front.

Dr. Seemann asked if this was Mr. Lott's own assess, or that of an expert. Mr. Lott

responded that he had worked with a landscaperhadoexcavated and put in drainage
first. The land had been graded, and well covars lieen put in all windows, but this

had not solved the problem.

Mr. Stenko and Mr. Smith asked about other methbdsapplicant had attempted to
control the water.

Dr. Seemann asked about the size of the porch.L&ftrsaid it would extend 8 ft.

Mr. Pisanelli asked if the water problem should bet solved before the porch was
added. Mr. Lott advised that the water was contiimmgugh the window wells.

John Keegan, the builder for the proposed porchtedtthat water was not coming
through the siding.

Dr. Seemann noted that with the porch over the aws] the windows would not be
usable. Mr. Lott stated that they would be usdg for ventilation.

No-one appeared to speak for or against the petiiad the hearing was continued to
March 20, 2006 to allow board members to visitpgheperty.
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Appeal No. 06-014 — Petition of Kevin Coffey

Kevin and Chris Coffey appeared with their builddfard Hahn. They explained that
they wished to enclose an existing deck on theuskoat4l Marcardon Avenue to
create a three-season room (i.e. an enclosed radmmw heating). The footprint of the
deck would actually be decreased by 2 ft. to mequired setbacks from the septic
system.

Dr. Seemann noted that the applicant was actualtyedsing the existing nonconformity.
No-one appeared to speak for or against the petaral the hearing was concluded. The
decision may be found in the end section of theiseit®s.

The board voted the following actions:

PETITION OF PAUL AND THERESA TOMS

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 108 PEACEABLE STREET
APPEAL NO. 06-005

REQUESTED: a variance of 318.0.B.4, accessory ldwelnits, maximum floor area,
to allow an accessory apartment in a detachedibgitthat will be greater
than 900 sq. ft; for property in the RAA zone l@chat108 Peaceable
Street.

DATES OF HEARINGS:  February 13 and March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006

VOTED: To Grant, with Condition, a variance of 318.4, accessory dwelling
units, maximum floor area, to allow an accessortapent in a detached
building that will be greater than 900 sq. ft; fwoperty in the RAA zone
located atl08 Peaceable Street.

VOTE: To Grant: 5 To Deny: 0
In favor Opposed
Creamer, Odachowski, Seemann -0-

Smith, Stenko

NOTE:
It is particularly noted that this variance applsolely to the size of the accessory
apartment. No other requirement of the accesspaytment regulations was
considered or varied.

The variance applies only to the front structuretbis property, the building
immediately fronting on Peaceable Street

CONDITION:
This action is subject to the following conditiorieh is an integral and essential
part of the decision. Without this condition, thaiance would not have been
granted:

The size of the apartment shall be no greater hah6 sq. ft., as requested.
There shall be no outside modifications to the boumit the interior shall be
modified as shown on floor plans presented to therd during the hearing and
annotated by the board for additional clarity, ey to reduce its current size to
the 1,116 sq. ft. requested.

The board voted this action for the following re@so
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1. This structure, the original dwelling unit oretproperty, was constructed in
1810. The accessory apartment regulations wereteshan 2003, allowing
the building residential use under certain condgjamne of which is that it not
exceed 900 sq. ft. The applicant has made a sulataffort to reconfigure
the interior of the house to reduce the living dethe extent possible without
removing portions of the exterior structure. Beeausf the age and
architecture of the original structure, it would dre undue hardship to require
the applicant to destroy part of that architectli@s justifies the grant of the
variance requested in this case.

2. The proposed size of the accessory apartmdrit6 Bg. ft., is in harmony with
the intent of the regulations. As no changes aopgsed for the exterior of
the house, it will have no negative impact on tneainding area.

PETITION OF TOLL BROTHERS, INC.
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 638 DANBURY ROAD
TAX ASSESSOR MAP G09-0024

APPEAL NO. 06-006

REQUESTED: a variance of Section 305.01.E(11yidmber of freestanding signs, to
allow more freestanding signs than permitted; piaperty in the RCDD
zone located ab38 Danbury Road also known on the Tax Assessor’s
Maps as G09-0024.

DATES OF HEARINGS: February 13 and March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006

VOTED: To Grant, with Condition, a variance of Sent305.01.E(11)(d), number
of freestanding signs, to allow more freestandiggsthan permitted; for
property in the RCDD zone locatedéa8 Danbury Road also known on
the Tax Assessor’'s Maps as G09-0024.

VOTE: To Grant: 4 To Deny: 1
In favor Opposed
Odachowski, Seemann Creamer

Smith, Stenko

CONDITION:
This action is subject to the following conditiaich is an integral and essential
part of the decision. Without this condition, th&iance would not have been
granted:

This variance refers to two signs at the entraocthé Toll Brothers property,
shown as type B. Both signs are approved at the giesented to the board
during the hearing and shown on a plan which isemaalt of this variance. As
agreed by the applicant during the hearing, thessapproved under this variance
shall replace all existing freestanding signs om phoperty. The existing signs
shall be removed prior to the issuance of sign gerfor the new signs.

The board voted this action for the following re@so

1. This property is part of a complicated parcehsisting of three properties in
separate ownership sharing a common drive. As hheetdifferent uses of the
parcels serve mainly the elderly, there is a nemdcfear signage directing
residents and their guests to the appropriate arg@ass is an unusual hardship
that justifies the grant of the variance requesidtlis case.
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2. The aggregate square footage of the two siglesssthan the 12 square feet that
would be permitted for one freestanding sign.

3. The proposal enhances the public health, safetywelfare. As the signs are all
internal and not visible from the state highwayeréhwill be no negative impact
on the surrounding properties.

Mr. Creamer, voting in opposition, wrote:

No variance is required in this case since no &iatwauthorization exists under CGS 8-2
that permits a zoning commission or combined plagrand zoning commission to

control the number of signs. Section 8-2 pernatputation of only “the height, size, and
location of advertising signs and billboards.” $&spalbo v. Zoning Board of Appeals

208 Conn. 480 (1988).

PETITION OF TOLL BROTHERS, INC.

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 640 DANBURY ROAD

TAX ASSESSOR G09-0023

OWNER OF PROPERTY: IREIF Il RIDGEFIELD SHLLC,

DBA RIDGEFIELD CROSSINGS, BENCHMARK ASSISTED LIVING
APPEAL NO. 06-007

REQUESTED: variances of Section 305.01.E(11)(d)niber of signs, to allow more
freestanding signs than permitted; and of SectR05.01.E(12),
directional signs, to allow directional signs larghan permitted; for
property in the RCDD zone located&0 Danbury Road,also known on
the Tax Assessor’'s Maps as G09-0023.

DATES OF HEARINGS: February 13 and March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006

VOTED: To Grant, with Conditions, variances of $&ct305.01.E(11)(d), number
of signs, to allow more freestanding signs thamyéed; and of Section
305.01.E(12), directional signs, to allow direcabrsigns larger than
permitted; for property in the RCDD zone locateé4® Danbury Road,
also known on the Tax Assessor’'s Maps as G09-0023.

VOTE: To Grant: 4 To Deny: 1
In favor Opposed
Odachowski, Seemann Creamer

Smith, Stenko

CONDITIONS:
This action is subject to the following conditiomghich are an integral and
essential part of the decision. Without these ttmms, the variance would not
have been granted:

1. This variance allows two directional signs (type and two entry signs (type C).
It does not include a fifth sign, a site sign type The four signs are approved at
the sizes presented to the board during the heandgas shown on a plan which
is made part of this variance.

2. The two directional signs, type D, shall be seated with the approval of the
Fire Marshal and other appropriate town emergercggnnel.

3. As agreed by the applicant during the hearihg, gigns approved under this
variance shall replace all existing freestandimgnsion the property. The existing
signs shall be removed prior to the issuance of paymits for the new signs.
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The board voted this action for the following re@so

1. This property is part of a complicated parcehsisting of three properties in
separate ownership sharing a common drive. As hreetdifferent uses of the
parcels serve mainly the elderly, there is a nemdcfear signage directing
residents and their guests to the appropriate aréass is an unusual hardship
that justifies the grant of the variance requestidtlis case.

2. The two entry signs are needed to identify th&amces to the Benchmark
Assisted Living portion of the property.

3. The two directional signs will facilitate moventanternally within the site, and
with the above condition No. 2 will have no negatimpact.

Mr. Creamer, voting in opposition, wrote:

No variance is required in this case since no &iatwauthorization exists under CGS 8-2
that permits a zoning commission or combined plagaind zoning commission to
control the number of signs. Section 8-2 perndtgtation of only “the height, size, and
location of advertising signs and billboards.” &apalbo v. Zoning Board of Appeals
208 Conn. 480 (1988).

PETITION OF TOLL BROTHERS, INC.

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 642 DANBURY ROAD
TAX ASSESSOR #G09-0014

OWNER OF PROPERTY : ATHENA HOLDINGS, LLC
LAUREL RIDGE HEALTH CARE

APPEAL NO. 06-008

REQUESTED: variances of Sections 305.01.E(11)({aegstanding sign, 305.01.E(11)(c),
size of freestanding sign, and 305.01.E(11)(d), lmemof signs, to allow
more freestanding signs than permitted, two of Wil exceed 12 sq. ft;
for property in the RCDD zone located @2 Danbury Road, also
known on the Tax Assessor’'s Maps as G09-0014.

DATES OF HEARINGS:  February 13 and March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006

VOTED: To Grant, with Conditions, variances of Sae$s 305.01.E(11)(a),
freestanding sign, 305.01.E(11)(c), size of frewditag sign, and
305.01.E(11)(d), number of signs, to allow mores$tanding signs than
permitted, two of which will exceed 12 sq. ft; foroperty in the RCDD
zone located ab42 Danbury Road also known on the Tax Assessor’'s
Maps as G09-0014.

VOTE:
On Sections 305.01.E(11)(a) and 305.01.E(11)(c):
To Grant: 5 To Deny: 0

In favor Opposed
Creamer, Odachowski, Seemann -0-
Smith, Stenko

On Section 305.01.E(11)(d):

To Grant: 4 To Deny: 1
In favor Opposed
Odachowski, Seemann Creamer

Smith, Stenko
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CONDITIONS:
This action is subject to the following conditiomghich are an integral and
essential part of the decision. Without these ttmms, the variance would not
have been granted:

1. This variance refers to two signs labeled typead one sign labeled type E. It
does not include the sign labeled type G whichtengporary sign not included in
the variance request. All signs are approved atsibes presented to the board
during the hearing and shown on a plan which isevgdt of this variance.

2. As agreed by applicant during the hearing, thessapproved under this variance
shall replace all existing freestanding signs om phoperty. The existing signs
shall be removed prior to the issuance of sign geror the new signs.

The board voted this action for the following re@so

1. This property is part of a complicated parcehsisting of three properties in
separate ownership sharing a common drive. As hheetdifferent uses of the
parcels serve mainly the elderly, there is a nemdcfear signage directing
residents and their guests to the appropriate aréas is an unusual hardship
that justifies the grant of the variances requestetis case.

2. The two entrance signs approved (type A) aredewteto provide visible
identification to traffic traveling both north amsguth on the busy state highway
serving this property (Route 7), and will replabe bne sign that now exists in
the center of the driveway. This will improve tpeblic health, safety and
welfare, and will have no negative impact on the@wunding properties.

3. The third sign (type E) is needed to identife #ntrance to the Laurel Ridge
Health Care facility. As this is visible only fromithin the property, it will have
no negative impact.

Mr. Creamer, voting in opposition to a variancesettion 305.01.E(11)(d), wrote:

No variance is required in this case since no &iatwauthorization exists under CGS 8-2
that permits a zoning commission or combined plagrand zoning commission to

control the number of signs. Section 8-2 pernatputation of only “the height, size, and
location of advertising signs and billboards.” S&palbo v. Zoning Board of Appeals

208 Conn. 480 (1988).

PETITION OF CHRISTOPHER R. BRAGA
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 19 RITCH DRIVE
APPEAL NO. 06-009

REQUESTED: a variance of Section 402.0G, setbdackallow a front porch addition
closer than permitted to the lot line; for progert the RAA zone located
at19 Ritch Drive.

DATE OF HEARING: March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006
VOTED: To Grant, with Condition, a variance ofc8en 402.0G, setbacks, to

allow a front porch addition closer than permittedthe lot line; for
property in the RAA zone located B2 Ritch Drive.

VOTE: To Grant: 5 To Deny: 0
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In favor Opposed
Creamer, Pisanelli, Seemann -0-
Smith, Stenko

CONDITION:
This action is subject to the following conditiaich is an integral and essential
part of the decision. Without this condition, thaiance would not have been
granted:

This variance shall apply only to the existing reubhe front porch addition shall
be constructed exactly as shown on plans and dgawpnesented to the board,
which are made part of this decision.

The board voted this action for the following re@so

1. The upzoning of this area from one-acre to tees, combined with the
change in state law and the loss of the drop dowawigon in 2004, has
imposed an unusual hardship on this property thstifies the grant of the
variance in this particular case.

2. The proposed front porch meets all the bulk giequirements of the
underlying two-acre zone and meets all the sethackirements of the
original one-acre zone. It has minimal additioeatroachment into the front
setback area.

3. The setback proposed is consistent with theasktbof other homes in the
area, and will have no adverse impact on the pligaith, safety and welfare,
nor on the convenience and property values of gighborhood.

PETITION OF STEPHEN R. AND GAIL J. TOBIN
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 400 SILVER SPRING ROAD
APPEAL NO. 06-010

REQUESTED: a variance of Section 402.0G, setbaokallow an addition closer than
permitted to the lot line; for property in the RAZone located a#00
Silver Spring Road.

DATE OF HEARING: March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006
VOTED: To Grant, with Condition, a variance of Sent402.0G, setbacks, to allow

an addition closer than permitted to the lot lifer property in the RAA
zone located at00 Silver Spring Road.

VOTE: To Grant: 5 To Deny: 0
In favor Opposed
Creamer, Pisanelli, Seemann -0-

Smith, Stenko

CONDITION:
This action is subject to the following conditiaich is an integral and essential
part of the decision. Without this condition, tharimance would not have been
granted:

The variances shall apply only to the existing leouShe addition shall be
constructed exactly as shown on plans and dravgregented to the board, which
are made part of this decision.
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The board voted this action for the following re@so

1. This house was constructed in 1740, long beforeng in Ridgefield, and is
located entirely within the front setback area.tde addition in this case is to
the rear of the house yet requires a front setlvaciance, the enactment of
zoning in 1946, combined with subsequent upzonidgss imposed an
unusual hardship on this property that justifiee tyrant of the variance
requested in this case.

2. As the addition is to the rear of the housayilit be no closer to the front lot
line than any part of the existing house.

3. The proposal is in harmony with the general sehef development in the
area and is not contrary to the public health, tgad@d welfare, nor to the
convenience and property values of the neighborhood

PETITION OF KEVIN COFFEY
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 41 MARCARDON AVENUE.
APPEAL NO. 06-014

REQUESTED: a variance of Section 403.0G, setbaokallow an addition closer than
permitted to the lot line; for property in the R#one located atl
Marcardon Avenue.

DATE OF HEARING: March 6, 2006
DATE OF DECISION: March 6, 2006
VOTED: To Grant, with Condition, a variance of Sent403.0G, setbacks, to allow

an addition closer than permitted to the lot linfler property in the RA
zone located atl Marcardon Avenue.

VOTE: To Grant: 5 To Deny: 0
In favor Opposed
Creamer, Pisanelli, Seemann -0-

Smith, Stenko

CONDITION:
This action is subject to the following conditiaich is an integral and essential
part of the decision. Without this condition, th&iance would not have been
granted:

The variances shall apply only to the existing leouShe addition shall be
constructed exactly as shown on plans and dravgregented to the board, which
are made part of this decision.

The board voted this action for the following re@so

1. The applicant in this case will remove an erggtinonconforming deck and
replace it with a three-season room that will behtr from the setback line,
thereby reducing the nonconformity. It is the msg of zoning to reduce or
remove nonconformities to the extent possible, ttwd to prevent the proposed
reduction of the nonconformity represents a hap#at justifies the grant of the
variance requested in this case.

2. The original deck became nonconforming as tlelref changes to the zoning
ordinance after it was constructed. These chamdgs represent an unusual
hardship in this case.
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3. The proposal is in harmony with the general sehef development and is not
contrary to the public health, welfare or safetpr no the convenience and
property values of the neighborhood.

As there was no further business before the bdlaedChairman adjourned the
hearing at approximately 10:25 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Marjorie Tippet
Administrator



