
BOROUGH OF INTERLAKEN 

MINUTES- PLANNING BOARD 

APRIL 20, 2026  

7:30 PM BOROUGH HALL, 100 GRASSMERE AVENUE 

 

 A meeting of the PLANNING BOARD of the Borough of Interlaken, Monmouth County, 

New Jersey was held on April 20, 2026, at 7:30 p.m. in the Borough Hall. 

 

 Chairman Papp opened the meeting, announced that the meeting was being held in 

accordance with the Open Public Meeting Act, that Notice of the meeting had been published in 

the Coaster and the Asbury Park Press and all the public notices were published according to PL 

2025 C. 72.  The announcement was followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

 

ROLL CALL: 

 

Present:      Chairman Papp, Vice Chairwoman Umfrid, Councilman Blasucci, Mr. Tilton, Ms. Dalton, 

Mr. Wasilishen, Ms. Kane, Ms. Heinz 

 

Also Present:      Planning Board Attorney Kevin Kennedy, Planning Board Engineer/Planner Peter Avakian 

and Planning Board Secretary Lori Farruggia  

 

Absent: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

 

 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:  

 

UPON MOTION of Vice Chairwoman Umfrid, seconded by Councilman Blasucci carried, the 

Board approved the minutes of the March 16, 2026, meeting. 

 

ROLL CALL: 

 

In Favor:      Vice Chairwoman Umfrid, Mr. Tilton, Mr. Wasilishen and Ms. Heinz 

 

Opposed:  None 

 

Ineligible:  Ms. Dalton, Ms. Kane  

 

Abstain: None 

 

Absent: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

 

 

MEMORIALIZATION  

723 Grassmere Avenue  

Block 11/Lot 13 

Ricco  

 

RESOLUTION 



 

INTERLAKEN PLANNING BOARD 

TRACEY RICCO / CHRISTOPHER FERRONE 

723 GRASSMERE AVENUE 

INTERLAKEN, NJ 

BLOCK 11, LOT 13 

 

Introduction 

 

 WHEREAS,  Tracey Ricco and Christopher Ferrone have made Application to the 

Interlaken Planning Board for the property designated as Block 11, Lot 13, commonly known as 

723 Grassmere Avenue, Interlaken, New Jersey, within the Borough’s R-A Zone, for the following 

approval:  Bulk Variance Relief associated with a request to effectuate the following: 

• Demolition of an existing rear deck; 

• Construction of a new rear deck; and 

• Reduction in the size of an existing patio. 

Public Hearing 

 WHEREAS, the Board held a Public Hearing on March 16, 2026 Applicants having filed 

proper Proof of Service and Publication in accordance with Statutory and Ordinance 

Requirements; and 

         Evidence / Exhibits 

 WHEREAS, at the said Hearing, the Board reviewed, considered, and analyzed the 

following: 

- Development Application Package, introduced into Evidence as A-1; 

 

- Zoning Completeness Letter, dated December 4, 2025, introduced into 

Evidence as A-2; 

 

- Zoning Denial Letter, dated November 17, 2025, introduced into Evidence 

as A-3; 

 



- Architectural Plans, prepared by ARCH Design Studios, dated November 

21, 2024, last revised December 9, 2025, introduced into Evidence as A-4; 

 

- Survey, prepared by Charles O’Malley, PLS, LLC, dated October 15, 

2024, introduced into Evidence as A-5; 

 

- Five current pictures of the subject property, collectively introduced into 

Evidence as A-6; 

 

- Leon S. Avakian, Inc. Review Memorandum, dated January 14, 2026, 

introduced into Evidence as A-7; 

 

- Series of photographs of the subject property, with notations set forth 

thereon, introduced into Evidence as A-8; 

 

- Affidavit of Service; and 

 

- Affidavit of Publication. 

 

Witnesses 

WHEREAS, sworn testimony in support of the Application was presented by the 

following: 

- Tracey Ricco, Applicant, appearing pro se; 

 

- Michael Kawoczko, Builder 

 

WHEREAS, Peter R. Avakian, P.E., P.L.S., P.P., the Board Engineer, was also sworn with 

regard to any testimony / information he would provide in connection with the subject application; 

and 

Testimony and Other Evidence Presented on Behalf of the Applicants 

 WHEREAS, testimony and other evidence presented by the Applicants’ representatives 

revealed the following: 

- The Applicants are the owners of the subject property. 

 

- The Applicants have owned the subject property since approximately 

2010. 



- There is an existing single-family home at the site. 

 

- The Applicants live at the site. 

 

- Currently, the site includes a two-story single-family home, a detached 

garage, a rear deck, a paver patio, a spa, and a driveway. 

 

- As indicated, there is an existing rear deck at the site. 

 

- The existing rear deck is made entirely of wood. 

 

- The existing wood rear deck is somewhat in a compromised condition, as 

the wood continuously rots, requiring almost constant repair / renovation. 

 

- The Applicants essentially repair and paint the existing rear deck on an 

annual basis. 

 

- The existing rear wood deck is not sustainable in its existing condition. 

 

- As such, the Applicants propose to effectuate the following: 

 

• Demolition of an existing rear deck; 

• Construction of a new rear deck; and 

• Reduction in the size of an existing patio. 

- Details pertaining to the proposed new deck include the following: 

 

Location: Rear of yard (per plans) 

Size: Approximately 17 feet long x 

approximately 14 feet wide 

(Approx. 240 SF) 

 

Covered? Yes, the proposed new rear deck 

will be covered. 

Enclosed? No, the proposed new rear deck 

will not be enclosed. 

Materials: Board and batten siding, 

composite decking, a horizontal 

plank skirt, and a metal roof. 

 

- In conjunction with the within Application, the existing steps for the rear 

deck will be relocated from the eastern side of the property to the western 

side of the property. 

 



- There are no improvements proposed to or for the existing driveway. 

 

- The Applicants anticipate having the work completed in the near future. 

- The Applicants will be utilizing licensed contractors in connection with 

the construction process. 

 

Variances 

 

WHEREAS, the Application as submitted requires approval for the following Variances: 

WEST SIDE SETBACK:  15 feet required; whereas approximately 5.67  feet 

proposed. 

 

IMPERVIOUS LOT COVERAGE:  Maximum 45% allowed; whereas 

46.20% proposed. 

 

Public Comments 

 

 WHEREAS, sworn public comments, questions, and / or concerns regarding the 

Application were presented by the following individuals: 

- None 

 

Findings of Fact 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Board  of the Borough of 

Interlaken, after having considered the aforementioned Application, plans, evidence, and 

testimony, that the Application is hereby granted / approved with conditions. 

In support of its decision, the Planning Board makes the following Findings of Fact and 

Conclusions of Law: 

1. The Interlaken Planning Board has proper and lawful jurisdiction 

to hear the within matter. 

2. The subject property is located at 723 Grassmere Avenue, 

Interlaken, New Jersey, within the Borough’s R-A Zone.  



3. The host lot is somewhat irregularly shaped. 

4. The existing lot measures 50 feet in width x 146 in depth. 

5. The subject lot has a non-conforming lot area of 7,305 SF (whereas 

a minimum 15,000 SF is otherwise required in the zone. 

6. The subject property currently contains a two-story single-family 

home, a detached garage, a rear deck, a paver patio, a spa, and a driveway. 

7. The Applicants herein propose to effectuate the following: 

• Demolition of an existing rear deck; 

• Construction of a new rear deck; and 

• Reduction in the size of an existing patio. 

8. Such a proposal requires Bulk Variance Approval. 

9. The Interlaken Planning Board is statutorily authorized to grant the 

requested relief and therefore, the matter is properly before the said entity. 

10. With regard to the Application, and the requested relief, the Board 

notes the following: 

• Single-family use is a permitted use in the zone. 

• The subject lot is an undersized lot. 

• Specifically, the subject lot only contains 7,305 SF; whereas a minimum 

15,000 SF lot area is otherwise required in the zone. 

• The undersized nature of the lot compromises the ability of the Applicants 

to satisfy all prevailing bulk requirements. 

• There is an existing rear deck at the site. 

• The existing rear deck at the site is all wood, and, per the testimony 

presented, requires constant / annual maintenance repair / rehabilitation, 

etc. 



• The testimony indicated that the Applicants repair and paint the existing 

wood rear deck on an annual basis. 

• Because of the all wood nature of the existing rear deck, per the testimony 

and evidence presented, the existing rear deck is simply not sustainable. 

• As a result, the Applicants submitted the within Application. 

• The Board understands, and appreciates, the underlying reasons as to why 

the within Application was submitted. 

• The Boar Members understand, and appreciate the need / desire for a more 

sustainable rear deck, which will require much less maintenance. 

• Per the testimony and evidence presented, under the circumstances, 

demolition of the existing deck is more appropriate than just mere 

renovation of the same. 

• The new rear deck will be constructed with board and batten siding, 

composite decking, and a horizontal plank skirt, which should result in 

much less maintenance than the existing wood deck. 

• The new rear deck approved herein will be located in the same general 

location as the existing rear deck. 

• The new deck approved herein will be approximately 84 SF larger than the 

existing deck. 

• The existing deck is located over soil – and the new replacement deck will 

also be similarly located over soil. 

• Approval of the within Application will improve the overall aesthetic 

appeal of the rear elevation of the site. 

• The Board appreciates the aesthetically pleasing and functional nature of 

the new rear deck approved herein. 

• The Board is aware that rear decks are a common features in many other 

homes in the Borough of Interlaken. 

• The new deck approved herein will not be visible from the public street. 

• The new deck approved herein is not overly large. 

• The proposed new deck will be proportionate to the rear facade of the 

house, so as to maintain functional access, visual balance, and consistency 

with the existing architectural layout. 



• Per the testimony and evidence presented, the new deck will be 

constructed with high quality durable materials which will be lower 

maintenance, longer lasting, and more visually appealing (than the deck 

which currently exists). 

• The design elements of the new deck (including the metal roofing, paired 

with board and batten siding, composite decking, and a horizontal plank 

skirt), will create a clean, modern, and aesthetically pleasing look. 

• Landscaping, grass shrubs, plants, flowers, etc. will all be replanted 

around the skirt of the deck after the project is complete. 

• Per the testimony presented, the existing arborvitae trees along the western 

portion of the property will remain intact. 

• The Board Members carefully and critically reviewed the elevations / 

renderings of the new deck in conjunction with the public hearing process. 

• The Application as presented requires approval for an Impervious 

Coverage Variance. 

• The relevant impervious coverage calculations include the following: 

Maximum allowable impervious coverage ............45% 

Existing impervious coverage ................................47.51% 

Proposed impervious coverage ..............................46.20% 

• As referenced above, the Board is aware that approval of the within 

Application will actually reduce the overall amount of impervious 

coverage at the site. 

• Per the testimony and evidence presented, approval of the within 

Application will reduce the overall impervious coverage from 47.51% to 

46.20%. 

• As referenced above, approval of the within Application will reduce the 

overall impervious coverage at the site by approximately 1.31%. 

• The Board notes that the reduction in impervious coverage is associated 

with the reduction in the size of the existing patio, and the removal of 

certain walkways at the site. 

• In furtherance of the above, the Board notes that the existing patio, 

walkway, and spa comprise approximately 330 SF, which will ultimately 

be reduced to approximately 165 SF. 



• The Board Members recognize the societal and environmental benefits 

associated with reduced impervious coverage. 

• The Application as presented also requires a side yard setback (western 

side). 

• The relevant calculations in the said regard include the following: 

Minimum required side setback .............................15 feet 

Existing side setback (western side) ..................... Approx. 23.4 feet 

Proposed side setback (western side) ....................5.67 feet 

 

• The Board notes that the existing home has a west side setback of only 2.9 

feet (whereas 15 feet is otherwise required). 

• The Board furthermore notes that the west side setback for the deck 

approved herein will be 5.8 feet (which, though not compliant, is larger 

than the existing western side setback at the site for the home). 

• The testimony indicated that there is a row of existing arborvitaes on the 

western side of the property, which will remain, and which will help 

minimize any adverse impacts associated with the side setback relief. 

• The Board is aware that the new rear deck will be approximately 84 SF 

larger than the existing deck. 

• Approval of the within Application will not change the existing grading / 

drainage patterns at the site. 

• The subject lot is a challenging lot to develop, given its narrow width and 

undersized nature. 

• Approval of the within Application will not change the nature / extent / 

location of the existing driveway.  Moreover, there are no improvements 

proposed for the existing driveway. 

• The proposed development is consistent with the character of other 

development in the immediate area. 

• The Board recognizes that, subject to the conditions set forth herein, 

approval of the within application will not compromise, or otherwise 

violate, the traditional and important zoning notions of air, space, and 

light. 

• Subject to the conditions set forth herein, under the circumstances, the 

addition approved herein will have a minimal impact on the neighborhood. 



• Approval of the within application, with the existing landscaping at the 

site will not materially compromise the privacy rights of the neighbors. 

• The Board recognizes that there are no real other functional / practical 

locations where a proposed rear deck could be located (other than the 

location proposed by the Applicants). 

• Subject to the conditions contained herein, approval of the within 

Application will not have an adverse grading / drainage impact on the 

property, or surrounding parcels. 

• The Board Members appreciate the Applicants’ commitment to the home / 

property and, by extension, the commitment to the Borough of Interlaken. 

• The Board finds that the new rear deck approved herein will be in keeping 

with the general character of residential development in the neighborhood.  

• The Board applauds, and appreciates, the overall architectural design of 

the new rear deck approved herein. 

• The new deck approved herein will add to the general overall architectural 

charm of many of the other homes in the Borough of Interlaken.   

• Subject to the conditions contained herein, the improvement approved 

herein will not overpower the site, the neighborhood, or the Borough as a 

whole. 

• Based upon the testimony and evidence presented, and based on an 

intensive review of the Architectural Plans / elevations / renderings, there 

will be a seamless transition between the existing rear deck and the 

proposed new rear deck. 

• The Board notes that there is a sufficient amount of landscaping at the site. 

• The Board notes that the sufficient amount of landscaping helps mitigate 

any potentially adverse consequences otherwise associated with the 

Variance relief granted herein.  

• The Board finds that the within proposal will enhance the existing 

structure. 

• The Board finds that the proposed improvement authorized herein will 

result in an aesthetic improvement. 

• The visual / aesthetic improvements authorized herein will be beneficial 

for the property, the neighborhood, and the Borough of Interlaken as a 

whole. 



• No Parking Variance is required in connection with the subject 

Application. 

 

• The existence of sufficient parking is of material importance to the Board 

– and but for the same, the within Application may not have been 

approved. 

 

• The Board notes there were no public objections in connection with the 

application. 

 

• Approval of the application will not increase the number of bedrooms at 

the site. 

 

• Approval of the within application will not generate any additional 

parking demand. 

 

• Approval of the within application will not increase interior living space at 

the site. 

 

• Given the nature of the Lot and subject to the conditions set forth herein, 

the Board is of the opinion that the requested relief can be granted without 

causing substantial detriment to the public good. 

 

• Per the testimony and evidence presented, other development / expansion 

options were reviewed and considered – but the same were not really 

practical / feasible.  

 

• The plans approved herein are reasonable, given the site constraints, given 

the location of the existing structures / deck at the site, and given the 

Applicants’ need to increase the overall functionality of the home / deck. 

 

• The proposed location for the Applicants’ proposed new deck is logical 

and practical. 

 

• The size / nature of the Applicants’ parcel and the location of the existing 

structure thereon materially limits the nature, size, and location of any 

proposed improvements which can be constructed. 

 

• Approval of the within Application will render the single-family structure 

more functional.  However, approval of the subject Application will not 

appreciably intensify the use at the Site.  Consequently, the Board is of the 

collective opinion that the requested relief can be granted without 

impairing the intent or purposes of the Borough Zoning Plan / scheme. 

 

• The proposed improvements will comply with the Borough’s Prevailing 

Height Regulations and therefore, no Height Variance is necessary. 



 

• Subject to the conditions contained herein, approval of the within 

Application will improve the overall appearance of the area. 

 

• Approval of the within Application will make the existing home more 

functional, and approval will also improve the quality of life for the 

Homeowner and anticipated guests. 

 

• Additionally, the architectural / aesthetic benefits associated with the 

proposal outweigh the detriments associated with the Applicants’ inability 

to comply with all of the specified Bulk Zoning Standards. 

 

• The architectural design of the proposed new rear deck will not be 

inconsistent with the architectural character of other single-family rear 

decks in the area (on similarly situated / sized lots).    

 

• Subject to the conditions set forth herein, the benefits associated with 

approving the within Application outweigh any detriments associated with 

the same. 

 

• Approval of the within Application will have no known detrimental 

impact on adjoining property owners and, thus, the Application can be 

granted without causing substantial detriment to the public good. 

 

• Approval of the within Application will promote various purposes of the 

Municipal Land Use Law; specifically, the same will provide a desirable 

visual environment through creative development techniques. 

 

• The Application as presented satisfies the Statutory Requirements of 

N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) (Bulk Variances). 

 

Based upon the above, and subject to the conditions contained herein, the Board is of the 

unanimous opinion that the requested relief can be granted without causing substantial detriment 

to the public good. 

Conditions 

 During the course of the Hearing, the Board has requested, and the Applicants’ 

representatives have agreed, to comply with the following conditions: 

a. The Applicants shall comply with all promises, commitments, and 

representations made at or during the Public Hearing process. 



b. The Applicants shall comply with the terms and conditions of the Leon S. 

Avakian, Inc. Review Memorandum, dated January 14, 2026 (A-7). 

c. The Applicants shall cause the plans to be revised so as to portray and 

confirm the following: 

- Inclusion of gutter, leader, and downspouts on the house; 

- Confirmation that there shall be no enclosure of the rear deck, absent 

further / formal approval of the Planning Board; 

- Confirmation that there shall be no improvements to the driveway, 

absent further / formal approval of the Planning Board; 

- Confirmation that the downspouts on the eastern side of the property 

shall run to the driveway; 

- Confirmation as to the pervious coverage calculations (vis-à-vis 

consideration of all gravel and stone materials at the site) (for ultimate 

confirmation by the Board Engineer); 

- Confirmation that the size of the existing patio shall be reduced in 

accordance with the approved plans;  

- Confirmation that the size of the existing walkways and spa shall be 

reduced in accordance with the approved plans; and 

- Confirmation that the landscaping shall be perpetually replaced / 

replanted / maintained at the site. 

d. The Applicants shall obtain any necessary demolitions permits as may be 

required by the Borough of Interlaken. 

e. There shall be no adverse water runoff onto adjacent parcels. 

f. The Zoning Denial Letter shall be modified so as to be consistent with the 

within Resolution. 

g. The Applicants shall comply with any prevailing Affordable Housing 

rules / regulations / contributions / directives /  payments as the Borough 

may require. 

h. Stormwater management shall be contained in accordance with prevailing 

Borough regulations, and in accordance with details reviewed / approved 

by the Board Engineer. 

i. There shall be no adverse drainage impact (on surrounding properties) 

associated with the development approved herein. 



j. Upon completion of the improvement authorized herein, the Applicant’s 

design professional shall submit a certification confirming that the 

improvement was installed in accordance with the testimony presented, in 

accordance with the approved plans, and in accordance with the 

Resolution approved herein. 

k. Unless waived by the Board Engineer, grading and drainage details shall 

be reviewed and approved by the Board Engineer. 

l. The Applicants shall comply with all Prevailing Building and 

Construction Code Requirements. 

m. If applicable, the renovation shall comply with applicable / prevailing 

FEMA Regulations. 

n. The Applicants shall obtain any applicable permits / approvals as may be 

required by the Borough of Interlaken - including, but not limited to, the 

following: 

• Building Permit 

• Plumbing Permit 

• Electric Permit 

• Fire Permit 

 

o. The construction / renovation shall be strictly limited to the Plans which 

are referenced herein, and which are incorporated herein at length.  

Additionally, the construction shall comply with Prevailing Provisions of 

the Uniform Construction Code. 

p. The Applicants shall obtain any and all approvals (or Letters of No 

Interest) from applicable outside agencies - including, but not limited to, 

the Department of Environmental Protection, the Monmouth County 

Planning Board, and the Freehold Soil Conservation District.  (To the 

extent the Application or the requested relief materially changes as a result 

of any such outside approvals, then, in that event, the Applicants shall be 

required to return to the Planning Board for further / amended relief.) 

q. The Applicants shall, in conjunction with appropriate Borough 

Ordinances, pay all appropriate / required fees and taxes. 

r. If required by the Board Engineer and / or the NJMLUL, the Applicants 

shall submit appropriate performance guarantees in favor of the Borough 

of Interlaken. 



s. Unless otherwise agreed by the Planning Board, the within approval shall 

be deemed abandoned, unless, within 12-months from adoption of the 

within Resolution, the Applicants obtain a Building Permit for the 

construction / development approved herein. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all representations made under oath by the 

Applicants’ representatives shall be deemed conditions of the approval granted herein, and any 

mis-representations or actions by the Applicants contrary to the representations made before the 

Board shall be deemed a violation of the within approval. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Application is granted only in conjunction with 

the conditions noted above - and but for the existence of the same, the within Application would 

not be approved. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the granting of the within Application is expressly 

made subject to and dependent upon the Applicants’ compliance with all other appropriate Rules, 

Regulations, and / or Ordinances of the Borough of Interlaken, County of Monmouth, and State of 

New Jersey. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the action of the Board in approving the within 

Application shall not relieve the Applicants of responsibility for any damage caused by the subject 

project, nor does the Planning Board of the Borough of Interlaken, the Borough of Interlaken, or 

their agents / representatives accept any responsibility for the structural design of the proposed 

improvements, or for any damage which may be caused by the development / construction. 

 

 

 The foregoing Resolution was offered by Vice Chairwoman Umfrid and Seconded by 

Councilman Blasucci, and adopted by Roll Call Vote: 

IN FAVOR: Chairman Papp, Councilman Blasucci, Vice Chairwoman Umfrid, Mr. Tilton, Mr. 

Wasilishen, Ms. Heinz  
 
OPPOSED: None  

ABSTAINED: Ms. Kane, Ms. Dalton 



INELIGIBLE: None  

ABSENT: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

MEMORIALIZATION 

2 Wickapecko Drive 

Block 10.01/Lot 13 

Hartman & St. Marie  

 

RESOLUTION 

 

INTERLAKEN PLANNING BOARD 

KURT & PATRICIA HARTMAN  

2 WICKAPECKO DRIVE 

INTERLAKEN, NJ 

BLOCK 10.01, LOT 13 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 WHEREAS,  Kurt & Patricia Hartman have made Application to the Interlaken Planning 

Board for the property designated as Block 10.01, Lot 13, commonly known as 2 Wickapecko 

Drive, Interlaken, New Jersey, within the Borough’s R-A zone, for the following Approval:  Bulk 

Variance relief associated with a request to construct a roofed overhang at the site; and 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 WHEREAS, the Board held a Public Hearing on March 16, 2026 Applicants having filed 

proper Proof of Service and Publication in accordance with Statutory and Ordinance 

Requirements; and 

            EVIDENCE / EXHIBITS 

 WHEREAS, at the said Hearing, the Board reviewed, considered, and analyzed the 

following: 

- Development Application Package, introduced into Evidence as A-1; 

 

- Zoning Officer Denial Letter, introduced into Evidence as A-2; 

 



- Completeness Letter, dated November 21, 2025, introduced into Evidence 

as A-3; 

 

- Survey, prepared by Charles Surmonte, P.E., P.L.S., dated March 08, 2024, 

introduced into Evidence as A-4; 

 

- Proposed Improvement Plan, Hand-drawn by the Applicants, undated, 

introduced into Evidence as A-5; 

 

- Two (2) Pictures of the Site (Angle #1 and #2), Showing Existing Conditions 

& Proposed Conditions, collectively introduced into Evidence as A-6; 

 

- Two (2) Black & White Pictures of the Site, collectively introduced into 

Evidence as A-7; 

 

- A Color Rendering, prepared by the Applicants, with Sheet # 801 - A04 & 

A06, dated December 02, 2025, & Sheet # A06, dated January 02, 2026, 

introduced into Evidence as A-8; 

 

- Leon S. Avakian Inc. Review Memorandum, dated January 14, 2026, 

introduced into Evidence as A-9;    

 

- Affidavit of Service; and 

 

- Affidavit of Publication. 

 

WITNESSES 

WHEREAS, sworn testimony in support of the Application was presented by the 

following: 

- Patricia Hartman, Applicant, appearing pro se; 

- Kurt Hartman, Applicant, appearing pro se;  

 

TESTIMONY AND OTHER EVIDENCE PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANTS 

 WHEREAS, testimony and other evidence presented by the Applicants revealed the 

following: 

- The Applicants are the Owners of the subject property. 

 



- The Applicants have owned the subject property since approximately 2018. 

 

- There is an existing single-family home at the site. 

 

- The Applicants live at the site. 

 

- The main door to the home is located on the northern side of the structure. 

 

- Currently, there is no roofed overhang over the main door at the site (on the 

North side of the property). 

 

- Rather, the main entrance door to the existing home (on the North side of 

the property) is not covered by any type of roof, arch, overhang, or other 

feature. 

 

- There is a desire for a roofed overhang over the main door.  

 

- The Applicants propose to construct a roofed overhang at the site. 

 

- The proposed roofed overhang will help shield the Applicants (and others) 

from adverse weather elements as they enter/exit the home, stopping to 

check for keys, mail, etc.  

 

- Details pertaining to the proposed roofed overhang include the following: 

 

Size: 10-ft. 4-inches in height 

6-ft. width 

2-ft. 6-inches in depth 

Location: Northern side of structure (Per Plans). 

Covered?  Yes, the roofed overhang will be covered. 

Enclosed? No, the roofed overhang will not be enclosed. 

Materials: Per Testimony & Plans.  

Details: The proposed roofed overhang will consist of an “A” 

frame. 

 

- There is an existing shared driveway at the site, which will not be disturbed 

as a result of the within proposal. 

 

- It is anticipated that the roofed overhang will be constructed in the near 

future. 

 

- The Applicants will be utilizing licensed contractors as 

necessary/appropriate.  

 

 

VARIANCE 



 

WHEREAS, the Application as submitted requires Approval for the following Variance: 

SIDE YARD SETBACK (North Side):  15-ft. required; whereas 0-ft. 

proposed. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

 WHEREAS, sworn public comments, questions, and/or concerns regarding the 

Application were presented by the following individuals: 

- None. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Board  of the Borough of 

Interlaken, after having considered the aforementioned Application, Plans, evidence, and 

testimony, that the Application is hereby granted/Approved with Conditions. 

In support of its decision, the Planning Board makes the following Findings of Fact and 

Conclusions of Law: 

11. The Interlaken Planning Board has proper and lawful jurisdiction to 

hear the within matter. 

12. The subject property is located at 2 Wickapecko Drive, Interlaken, 

New Jersey, within the Borough’s R-A zone.  

13. The subject property is somewhat of an irregularly shaped Lot, 

measuring 115-ft. along Wickapecko Drive by 153-ft. in depth. 

14. The subject property contains 19,228 SF, and hosts a 1.5-story 

single-family dwelling, with a shared driveway. 

15. The Applicants propose to construct a roofed overhang to the single-

family home at the site. 

16. Such a proposal requires Bulk Variance Approval. 



17. The Interlaken Planning Board is statutorily authorized to grant the 

requested relief and therefore, the matter is properly before the said entity. 

18. With regard to the Application, and the requested relief, the Board 

notes the following: 

• There is an existing single-family home at the site. 

• Single-family use is a permitted use in the subject zone. 

• The subject Lot contains 19,228 SF (whereas the minimum required Lot 

size in the zone is 15,000 SF). 

• Thus, the existing Lot is a significantly over-sized Lot. 

• Typically, one would expect that a significantly over-sized Lot should be 

able to host a roofed overhang, without having to compromise the Side Yard 

Setback requirements.  

• A closer analysis reveals why the within Application requires Bulk 

Variance relief.   

• Though the subject Lot is significantly over-sized, the existing structure on 

the Lot is not centrally located. 

• Rather, the existing structure is located on the northern-most portion of the 

Lot, and the existing structure has a non-conforming northern Side Yard 

Setback of only 2.5-ft. 

• Clearly, the existing situation (with regard to the non-conforming northern 

Side Yard Setback) is an existing Condition. 

• While the foundation of the existing home is approximately 2.5-ft. from the 

northern property line, the existing masonry steps at the site (on the northern 

side of the structure) essentially have a 0-ft. Setback, which, is an existing 

Condition.  

• The new roofed overhang Approved herein will honor/comply with the 

same 0-ft. northern Side Yard Setback which currently exists (relative to the 

masonry steps). 

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will not extend past/over/beyond the 

Setback of the existing masonry steps at the site. 



• The roofed overhang Approved herein will not be any closer to the northern 

property line than the steps which currently exist. 

• As a Condition of the within Approval, and as expressed during the Public 

Hearing process, the Board has no authority to grant a person access to enter 

onto or build onto/over property owned by a third party. 

• Given the testimony regarding the already existing structure, and given the 

location of the existing main entrance door, under the circumstances, it 

would be neither practical nor functional to require the Applicants to 

relocate the existing structure, so as to have a greater/compliant/more 

compliant northern Side Yard Setback. 

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will be constructed over existing 

cement steps. Thus, Approval of the within Application will not change the 

overall Lot Coverage at the site. 

• Given the  nature of the small roofed overhang Approved herein, Approval 

of the within Application will not change the overall Building Coverage at 

the site. 

• There is a shared driveway at the site (between the Applicants’ Lot and 

adjacent Lot # 2). 

• Approval of the within Application will not compromise/violate/restrict the 

continued use of the shared driveway arrangement. 

• The Board notes that there were no known objections associated with the 

within Application. 

• The Board Members critically reviewed the illustrations and renderings of 

the proposed roofed overhang in analyzing the within Application. 

• During the Public Hearing process, Board Members/representatives 

described the proposal as, “simplistic” and rather, “straightforward.”  

• Based upon the  oversized nature of the subject Lot, the Board finds that the 

host location can safely and comfortably accommodate the within proposal. 

• The Board recognizes that the proposed roofed overhang Approved herein 

is quite modest in nature. 

• The Board furthermore recognizes that any material reduction in the size of 

the proposed roofed overhang (or in the Side Yard Setback of the same) 

could clearly compromise the overall functionality of the improvement.  



• Such a new roofed overhang will advance a number of goals and objectives, 

including, the following: 

A. Approval of the within Application will provide the homeowners with 

protection from weather elements when the homeowners are gathering 

keys, unloading groceries, retrieving mail, and the like; and 

 

B. Approval of the within Application will provide an architectural 

enhancement to the home; and 

Based upon the above, the Board believes that the requested relief can 

be granted without causing substantial detriment to the public good. 

• The Application as presented requires a Side Yard Setback Variance. 

Specifically, a minimum Side Yard Setback of 15-ft. is required; whereas 

the Applicants herein propose a Side Yard Setback of 0-ft. plus or minus. 

• The Board notes that the Side Yard Setback Variance is largely driven by 

the location of the existing home. Under the circumstances, it is not 

appropriate/practical/logical to require the Applicants to retroactively 

relocate the existing home (so that the roofed overhang will have a 

conforming, or more conforming, Side Yard Setback).  

• The non-conforming Side Yard Setback Approved herein will not 

compromise the overall streetscape in the area.  

• Under the circumstances, the non-conforming Side Yard Setback Approved 

herein will not compromise the privacy rights of any individual neighbors.  

• Approval of the within Application will not compromise the air, space, or 

light of other neighbors. 

• Approval of the within Application will not dramatically change the overall 

Side Yard Setback at the site. 

• Approval of the within Application will not violate the spirit and intent of 

the Zoning Ordinance for the residential character in which the subject 

property is located. 

• Approval of the within Application will not materially change the 

Grading/Drainage situation at the site. 

• Approval of the within Application will not increase the overall amount of 

interior living space at the site.  

• Approval of the within Application will not materially increase the size of 

the existing home. 



• Approval of the within Application will not change the number of bedrooms 

at the site. 

• Approval of the within Application will not the number of bathrooms at the 

site. 

• Approval of the within Application will not have an overbearing impact on 

the site, the neighborhood, or the community as a whole.  

• As indicated, the roofed overhang Approved herein will appropriately 

shield individuals (from adverse weather elements) as they enter/exit the 

home. 

• As indicated, the roofed overhang Approved herein will help prevent the 

build-up of snow/ice/water on the existing landing as individuals enter/exit 

the home.  

• Approval of the new roofed overhang, as aforesaid, will promote the health 

and safety of individuals/guests who routinely enter/exit the home, stop to 

search for keys, check the mailbox, pick up delivered packages, etc.  

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will not be enclosed – and thus, 

Approval of the within Application will not be changing the amount of 

existing interior living space at the site.  

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will provide some architectural 

variation to the existing structure.    

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will provide an architectural 

enhancement to the existing structure.  

• Per the testimony and evidence presented, there appear to be a number of 

other similar roofed overhangs in the immediate area. 

• The new roofed overhang Approved herein will architecturally and 

aesthetically beautify the structure and, by extension, the site.   

• Beautifying the site will positively impact the property in question, the 

neighborhood, and the Borough of Interlaken as a whole.  

• Construction of the roofed overhang, as proposed herein, will improve the 

structure, so that same is more modern, more functional, and more visually 

appealing.  

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will architecturally enhance the front 

elevation of the home.   



• The installation of the roofed overhang will render the existing home more 

compatible with other single-family homes in the area.   

• Approval of the within Application will not detrimentally affect the parking 

needs/demands at the site.  

• The location of the roofed overhang is logical and practical. 

• The design of the proposed roofed overhang is attractive and will 

architecturally/aesthetically fit in with the neighborhood. 

• Per the testimony and evidence presented, and subject to the Conditions 

contained herein, the renovation Approved herein will not detrimentally 

change/affect the Grading at the site. 

• Upon information and belief, the existing home was constructed many years 

ago – and the roofed overhang Approved herein will provide an 

architectural elevation/detail which does not currently exist.  

• The roofed overhang Approved herein will provide more depth and 

aesthetic appeal to the front door area.  

• As a functional benefit of the within Approval, the roofed overhang 

Approved herein will allow packages to be left at the site (on the landing) 

without having to be exposed to rain, snow, and other extreme weather 

elements. 

• The Board notes that roofed overhangs are a common (and often 

encouraged) feature of many homes in the area. 

• The benefits of granting the Approval far outweigh the detriments 

associated therewith. 

• The Board is of the belief that the size of the proposed roofed overhang 

improvement is appropriate for the site/Lot/home.  

• The architectural/aesthetic/functional benefits associated with the proposal 

outweigh the detriments associated with the Applicants’ inability to comply 

with all of the specified Bulk standards. 

• Approval of the within Application will allow the Applicants to more 

functionally and comfortably use and enjoy the property. 

• The proposed roofed overhang will be architecturally and aesthetically 

match the existing structure. 



• Approval of the within Application will have no known detrimental impact 

on adjoining property owners and, thus, the Application can be granted 

without causing substantial detriment to the public good. 

• Approval of the within Application will promote various purposes of the 

Municipal Land Use Law; specifically, the same will provide a desirable 

visual environment through creative development techniques. 

• The Application as presented satisfies the Statutory requirements of 

N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70(c) (Bulk Variances). 

• The Application as presented, and subject to the Conditions contained 

herein, will have a minimal impact on the surrounding neighborhood. 

• The roofed overhang Approved herein is not unduly large, particularly 

given the size of the Lot and the size of the existing home.      

• The Board is of the belief that the size of the proposed roofed overhang is 

appropriate for the site/Lot.      

• Approval of the within Application will not materially intensify the existing 

and to-be-continued single-family residential use of the site. 

Based upon the above, and for the other reasons set forth herein, the Board is of the 

unanimous opinion that the requested relief can be granted without causing substantial 

detriment to the public good. 

                                                       CONDITIONS 

During the course of the Hearing, the Board has requested, and the Applicants have agreed, 

to comply with the following Conditions:  

t. The Applicants shall comply with all promises, commitments, and 

representations made at or during the Public Hearing process. 

u. The Applicants shall comply with the Terms and Conditions of the Leon S. 

Avakian, Inc. Review Memorandum, dated January 14, 2026 (A-9). 

v. The Applicants shall cause the Plans to be revised so as to portray and 

confirm the following: 

- Confirmation that the roofed overhang shall not extend onto/over/into 

or otherwise encroach upon adjacent Lot #2, (That is, the Applicants 



shall only construct the roofed overhang within the confines of their own 

property); 

 

- Confirmation that the existing curbs and sidewalks along the entire 

frontage of the property shall be repaired/replaced, should the Borough 

of Interlaken, or agents thereof, deem the same to be necessary; 

w. Upon completion of the improvement, the Applicants shall submit an As-

Built Survey, confirming that the improvement is located entirely within the 

Applicants’ property line. 

x. The Interlaken Planning Board has no authority to authorize one (1) 

property owner to utilize/build over/encroach/extend into property owned 

by another. Thus, the Applicants herein are encouraged to review 

construction access issues and maintenance access issues with their own 

individual Attorneys/Engineers/Surveyors/Title Company representatives/ 

affected neighbors, etc. so as to facilitate the construction/maintenance/ 

repair issues. Respectfully, the Interlaken Planning Board retains no 

jurisdiction in the said regard. 

y. The Applicants shall comply with any prevailing Affordable Housing 

Rules/Regulations/Contributions/Directives/Payments as the Borough may 

require. 

z. Stormwater Management shall be contained in accordance with prevailing 

Borough regulations, and in accordance with details reviewed/Approved by 

the Board Engineer. 

aa. There shall be no adverse Drainage impact (on surrounding properties) 

associated with the development Approved herein. 

bb. Upon completion of the improvement authorized herein, the Applicants’ 

design professional/contractor shall submit a Certification confirming that 

the improvement was installed in accordance with the testimony presented, 

in accordance with the Approved Plans, and in accordance with the 

Resolution Approved herein. 

cc. Unless waived by the Board Engineer, Grading and Drainage details shall 

be reviewed and Approved by the Board Engineer. 

dd. The Applicants shall comply with all prevailing Building and Construction 

Code requirements. 

ee. If applicable, the renovation shall comply with applicable/prevailing FEMA 

regulations. 



ff. The Applicants shall obtain any applicable Permits/Approvals as may be 

required by the Borough of Interlaken - including, but not limited to, the 

following: 

• Building Permit 

• Plumbing Permit 

• Electric Permit 

• Fire Permit 

 

gg. The construction/renovation shall be strictly limited to the Plans which are 

referenced herein, and which are incorporated herein at length.  

Additionally, the construction shall comply with prevailing provisions of 

the Uniform Construction Code. 

hh. The Applicants shall obtain any and all Approvals (or Letters of No Interest) 

from applicable outside agencies - including, but not limited to, the 

Department of Environmental Protection, the Monmouth County Planning 

Board, and the Freehold Soil Conservation District. (To the extent the 

Application materially changes as a result of any such outside Approvals, 

then, in that event, the Applicants shall be required to return to the Planning 

Board for further/amended relief.) 

ii. The Applicants shall, in conjunction with appropriate Borough Ordinances, 

pay all appropriate/required fees and taxes. 

jj. If required by the Board Engineer and/or the NJMLUL, the Applicants shall 

submit appropriate performance guarantees in favor of the Borough of 

Interlaken. 

kk. Unless otherwise agreed by the Planning Board, the within Approval shall 

be deemed abandoned, unless, within twelve (12) months from adoption of 

the within Resolution, the Applicants obtain a Building Permit for the 

construction/development Approved herein. 

  

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all representations made under oath by the 

Applicants shall be deemed Conditions of the Approval granted herein, and any misrepresentations 

or actions by the Applicants contrary to the representations made before the Board shall be deemed 

a violation of the within Approval. 



 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Application is granted only in conjunction with 

the Conditions noted above - and but for the existence of the same, the within Application would 

not be Approved. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the granting of the within Application is expressly 

made subject to and dependent upon the Applicant’s compliance with all other appropriate rules, 

regulations, and/or Ordinances of the Borough of Interlaken, County of Monmouth, and State of 

New Jersey. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the action of the Board in Approving the within 

Application shall not relieve the Applicants of responsibility for any damage caused by the subject 

project, nor does the Planning Board of the Borough of Interlaken, the Borough of Interlaken, or 

their agents/representatives accept any responsibility for the structural design of the proposed 

improvements, or for any damage which may be caused by the development/construction. 

 

 

 The foregoing Resolution was offered by Vice Chairwoman Umfrid and Seconded by Mr. 

Wasilishen, and adopted by Roll Call Vote: 

IN FAVOR: Chairman Papp, Councilman Blasucci, Vice Chairwoman Umfrid, Mr. Tilton, Mr. 

Wasilishen, Ms. Heinz  
 
OPPOSED: None  

ABSTAINED: Ms. Kane, Ms. Dalton 

INELIGIBLE: None  

ABSENT: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

 

 



MEMORIALIZATION:  

510 Windermere Avenue  

Block 10/Lot 23  

Habert  
 

RESOLUTION 

 

INTERLAKEN PLANNING BOARD 

JACK & ELANA HABERT 

510 WINDERMERE AVENUE 

INTERLAKEN, NJ 

BLOCK 10, LOT 23 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 WHEREAS, Jack and Elana Habert have made Application to the Interlaken Planning 

Board for the property designated as Block 10, Lot 23, commonly known as 510 Windermere 

Avenue, Interlaken, New Jersey, within the Borough’s R-A zone, for the following Approval:  

Bulk Variance Relief associated with a request to install a fence in a front yard at the site; and   

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 WHEREAS, the Board held Public Hearings on November 17, 2025, and March 16, 2026, 

Applicants having filed proper Proof of Service and Publication in accordance with Statutory and 

Ordinance requirements; and 

             EVIDENCE / EXHIBITS 

 WHEREAS, at the said Hearings, the Board reviewed, considered, and analyzed the 

following: 

- Development Application Package, introduced into Evidence as A-1; 

 

- Survey, prepared by Charles Surmonte, P.E., P.L.S., dated October 28, 

2024, introduced into Evidence as A-2; 

 

- Zoning Officer Denial Letter, dated April 07, 2025, introduced into 

Evidence as A-3; 

 



- Nine Current Pictures of the Subject Property, collectively introduced into 

Evidence as A-4; 

 

- Leon S. Avakian, Inc. Review Memorandum, dated September 30, 2025, 

introduced into Evidence as A-5; 

 

- Leon S. Avakian, Inc. Supplemental Review Memorandum, dated December 

01, 2025, introduced into Evidence as A-6; 

 

- Leon S. Avakian, Inc. Supplemental Review Memorandum, dated January 

14, 2026, introduced into Evidence as A-7; 

 

- Survey, prepared by Charles Surmonte, P.E., P.L.S., last revised December 

15, 2025, introduced into Evidence as A-8; 

 

- Certification from Board Member Richard Tilton, Confirming that he 

Reviewed the Tapes/Transcripts of the November 17, 2025 Planning Board 

Hearing, introduced into Evidence as B-1; 

 

- Affidavit of Service; 

 

- Affidavit of Publication. 

WITNESSES 

WHEREAS, sworn testimony in support of the Application was presented by the 

following: 

- Jack Habert, Applicant, appearing pro se; 

 

- Elana Habert, Applicant, appearing pro se; 

 

WHEREAS, Peter R. Avakian, P.E., P.L.S., P.P., the Board Engineer, was also sworn with 

regard to any testimony/information he would provide in connection with the subject Application; 

and 

TESTIMONY AND OTHER EVIDENCE PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANTS 

 WHEREAS, testimony and other evidence presented by the Applicants revealed the 

following: 



- The Applicants are the Owners of the subject property. 

 

- The Applicants have owned the subject property for approximately one (1) 

year. 

 

- There is an existing single-family home at the site. 

- The Applicants do not currently live at the property. 

 

- The site contains a single-family home, an Accessory Structure, a pool, a 

pool patio, a walkway, and a driveway.  

 

- Although the Survey indicates that there are two (2) single-family homes 

on the Lot, there is only one (1) single-family home on the lot (what is 

identified as a second single-family structure on the lot is actually an 

accessory structure).  

 

- The property is located on the shores of Deal Lake, and there is a steep drop/ 

slope (on a portion of the property). 

 

- The Applicants arranged for a fence to be installed at the site. 

 

- The fence is needed to protect the Applicants’ grandchildren who are 

expected to visit the site. 

 

- Details pertaining to the previously installed fence at the site include the 

following: 

 

Location: Along the western property line, 

extending from the rear of the 

property, along the side of the home, 

and extending into the front yard area 

(per the A-8 survey) 

Size: Per plans 

Height: 3 ft. 

Type of Fence: Decorative fence 

 

- As indicated, the fence (or a significant portion of the same) has already 

been installed, and the Applicants did not receive any municipal permits / 

approvals for the same. 

 

- Permits and variance approval were, in fact, required for the aforesaid fence 

installation. 

 

- As a result of the same, a Stop Work Order (or the equivalent) was issued 

in the midst of the fence installation. 

 



- The Applicants indicated that they and their contractor were unaware that a 

fence Permit was required. 

 

  



- The Applicants have submitted the within Application in the hope of 

obtaining Approval to retroactively legitimize the installation of the fence 

at the site (including a portion of the fence which will physically be located 

in the front yard area, in violation of the prevailing Zoning Ordinance). 

 

- The Applicants essentially expressed regret for the confusion, and 

suggested there was no intent to manipulate the zoning process. 

 

VARIANCE 

 

WHEREAS, the Application as submitted requires Approval for the following Variance: 

FENCE LOCATION: The prevailing Ordinance does not permit fences to 

be located in a Front Yard Area – whereas, a portion of the Applicants’ 

currently existing fence is physically located in a front yard area; 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

 WHEREAS, sworn public comments, questions, objections, statements, and/or concerns 

regarding the Application were presented by the following individuals: 

- Bill Saloukas 

- Arthur Fama 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Board  of the Borough of 

Interlaken, after having considered the aforementioned Application, Plans, evidence, and 

testimony, that the Application is hereby Denied. 

In support of its decision, the Planning Board makes the following Findings of Fact and 

Conclusions of Law: 

19. The Interlaken Planning Board has proper jurisdiction to hear the within matter. 

20. The subject property is located at 510 Windermere Avenue, Interlaken, New Jersey, 

within the Borough’s R-A zone.  

21. The subject property contains approximately 0.57-acres. 



22. The Applicants previously installed  a fence at the site, including a portion of the 

fence which is located in the Front Yard Area (in violation of the prevailing Municipal Zoning 

Ordinance). 

23. The Applicants submitted the within Application in the hope of obtaining Approval 

to retroactively legitimize the previously installed fence. 

24. Details pertaining to the proposed fence are set forth herein, are set forth on the 

Plans, and were discussed, at length, during the Public Hearing process.  

25. Such a proposal requires Bulk Variance Approval. 

26. The Interlaken Planning Board is statutorily authorized to grant the requested relief 

and therefore, the matter is properly before the said entity. 

27. With regard to the Application, and the requested relief, the Board notes the 

following:  

NOVEMBER 17, 2025  PUBLIC HEARING 

 

• The first Public Hearing on the matter occurred on or about November 17, 

2025. 

 

• At the aforesaid time, the Applicants presented testimony in connection 

with the subject Application. 

 

• However, respectfully, some of the information presented by the Applicants 

was less than thorough or complete. 

 

• For instance: 

 

A. There was apparent confusion as to the exact location of the previously 

installed fence; 

 

B. There was apparent confusion regarding the exact length of the 

previously installed fence; 

 

C. There was apparent confusion as to how far the previously extended 

fence physically extended into the front yard area;  

 



D. There was apparent confusion as to how much of the fence was actually 

installed before the Stop Work Order was issued; 

 

E. There was apparent confusion as to how far the Applicants initially 

wanted to physically extend the fence into the Front Yard Area; 

 

F. There was apparent confusion as to the identity of the contractor who / 

which installed the fence, without having received any municipal 

permits in advance; 

 

G. There was apparent confusion as to the accuracy / completeness of the 

initial survey submitted; 

 

H. There was apparent confusion as to the accuracy / sufficiency of the 

topographical information on the initially submitted survey; 

 

I. There was apparent confusion as to the nature/extent of the slopes at the 

site;  

 

J. There was apparent confusion as to the exact number of sections 

associated with the previously installed fence; 

 

K. There was apparent confusion as to the nature / location / angle of the 

fence “return” on the previously installed fence;  

 

L. There was apparent confusion as to the survey, and some of the 

handwritten notations referenced thereon; and 

 

M.  There was apparent confusion on other issues as well. 

 

• As a result of the aforesaid confusion, in the interest of fairness, and out of 

an abundance of caution, the Hearing was adjourned (so that additional / 

clarifying / corrective information could be obtained/reviewed). 

 

• Given the quasi-judicial nature of the Board, given the importance of the 

matter, with the Applicants’ consent, the Hearing was adjourned (so that 

additional / clarifying / corrective information could be obtained/reviewed). 

 

• Under the circumstances, it was appropriate for the Hearing to be adjourned. 

 

• Prior to the continued Hearing, updated/corrected information was 

submitted. 

 

       ABSENCE OF MUNICIPAL PERMITS 



• The Board notes that the Applicants herein unilaterally, and without any 

municipal approval / permits, installed the fence at the site. 

• Clearly, permits were required for the aforesaid fence installation, 

notwithstanding that the Applicants did not apply for the same. 

• Moreover, the fence was installed in the front yard area, in violation of the 

Borough’s prevailing Zoning Ordinance. 

• As such, in order to place a fence in a front yard area, the Applicants not 

only needed municipal permits, they needed formal variance approval from 

the Interlaken Planning Board as well. 

• Notwithstanding the need to obtain such permits and approvals before the 

fence was installed, the Applicants did not apply for, let along receive, the 

same. 

• The Applicants indicated that they and the contractor were unaware that 

permits were required, and that their contractor essentially suggested that 

no permits were required. 

• Respectfully, the aforesaid reasons do not justify the fence being installed 

at the site without having first obtained municipal permits / approvals. 

• For a number of reasons, the municipal permitting process is very important. 

• The municipal permitting process is important for public health and safety. 

• Without strict adherence to the municipal permitting process, homeowners, 

or future homeowners on the secondary market, etc., cannot be assured that 

the underlying work was satisfactorily completed, or lawfully completed. 

• The public health and safety process is compromised when the municipal 

permitting process is not strictly followed. 

• Not all work at a particular site always requires formal permits / approvals. 

• However, as indicated, in the within situation, permits were required and 

variance approval was required. 

• The Board Members recognize the need for all Applicants to comply with 

the appropriate municipal permitting process – for failure to do so can cause 

many problems – including, but not limited to, the following: 

A. Inaccurate assessment records; 

 

B. Inaccurate coverage calculation; 



 

C. Inaccurate surveys; and 

 

D. Potential health and safety issues. 

• The Municipal permitting process is also important because the same 

enables the Borough to appropriately track and access various 

improvements at the various sites located in and throughout the Borough. 

• Failure to comply with the Municipal permitting process also compromises 

the overall efficient administration of the Borough and the Borough’s 

Zoning Department. 

• Inaccuracies and inconsistencies between Municipal records and actual 

development at a site can also cause confusion for the homeowners, future 

homeowners, realtors, appraisers, municipal officials, and the like. 

• Respectfully, all involved knew or should have known about the need to 

obtain municipal permits for the installation of the fence before the fence 

was installed. 

• Respectfully, had individuals not been sure as to whether municipal permits 

/ approvals were required, formal inquiries could have been, and should 

have been, directed to the appropriate Borough offices. 

• That notwithstanding, the Applicants apologized for the confusion and 

accepted responsibility for the same. 

• The Board appreciates the aforesaid acknowledgement. 

   ABSENCE OF PENAL/ENFORCEMENT ACTION 

• As referenced above, it is clear that the aforesaid improvements were 

effectuated at the site without any municipal knowledge / oversight / 

approval. 

• That notwithstanding, the Interlaken Planning Board is not a penal entity. 

• The Interlaken Planning Board has no Statutory or Ordinance authority to 

issue any penalties / fines resulting from the Applicants’ failure to obtain 

necessary municipal permits / approvals. 

• That is, even if the Planning Board Members, or one or some of the same 

thought it was appropriate to issue penalties / fines to the Applicants, such 

action is not within the legal jurisdiction of the Planning Board. 



• The issue of whether penalties / fines should be levied against the 

Applicants is a decision for the Borough of Interlaken – and all such rights 

are reserved. 

• As referenced above, the Interlaken Planning Board is not a penal entity – 

and thus, the jurisdiction of the Planning Board only concerns the issue of 

whether the requested variance relief can be granted without causing 

substantial detriment to the public good. 

BULK VARIANCE RELIEF 

• As indicated, the Application as presented requires Approval for a Bulk 

Variance. 

 

• The Board is aware that, generally speaking, in order to obtain Bulk 

Variance relief, the Applicants must either prove that there is some type of 

hardship associated with the size/shape/topography of the land; and/or that 

the benefits of the zoning deviation outweigh any of the detriments 

associated therewith.     

 

• Additionally, in conjunction with the above, Applicants attempting to 

obtain Bulk Variance relief must also prove that the Application can be 

granted without causing substantial detriment to the public good. 

• The Board Members have analyzed the subject Application in accordance 

with the aforesaid standards. 

• There was a very intense and legitimate debate regarding the overall merits 

and detriments of the subject Application.   

• Those who were inclined to support / approve the Application argued as 

follows: 

A. Recognition that the proposed fence (even that portion of the fence 

which is located in front yard area) can help protect the 

homeowner/children from falling down the steep slope at the site; 

 

B. Recognition that although the fence was installed without permits / 

approvals, the Interlaken Planning Board is not a penal entity; 

 

C. Recognition that the issuance of a Stop Work Order and potential fines 

to be issued by the Municipality should not be and cannot be a basis as 

to why the subject Application is denied; 

 

D. The unauthorized and unilateral installation of the fence at the site, 

without permits / approvals, is problematic – but any enforcement 

action, if any, is between the Borough of Interlaken and the Applicants; 



 

E. Recognition that, to some Board Members, the Applicants sufficiently 

satisfied the standards / legal burdens for bulk variance relief; 

 

F. Recognition that the installation of the fence, as exists/proposed, does 

not materially compromise the overall aesthetic appeal of the subject 

property / neighborhood; 

 

G. Recognition that the topography of the property helps justify the need 

for the entire fence (including that portion of the fence located in the 

front yard area); 

 

H. Recognition that the legitimization of the existing fence, as installed, 

will not compromise the views of any nearby residential neighbors; 

 

I. Recognition that the legitimization of the existing fence, as installed, 

will not compromise the traditionally important zoning notions of air, 

space, and light;   

 

J. Recognition that the installation / legitimization of the fence can help 

prevent young children (and others) from falling down the slope; 

 

K. Recognition that the fence (including that portion of the fence located 

in the front yard area) will not materially compromise the character of 

development in the area; 

 

L. Recognition that Approval of the within Application will not create any 

type of troubling or negative precedent; 

 

M. Recognition that Approval of the within Application will not 

compromise the privacy rights of neighbors; 

 

N. Recognition that, to some Board Members, the benefits of the Approval 

outweighed any detriments associated therewith; 

 

O. Recognition that, under the circumstances, the Applicants’ request does 

not constitute a “big ask”; 

 

P. Recognition that the fence, as installed, is aesthetically appealing; 

 

Q. Recognition that the requested variance relief is not problematic; 

 

R. Recognition that the fence at the site (including that portion of the fence 

in the front yard area) will not over-burden the subject property; 

 



S. Recognition that the fence can help protect others from the elevated 

slope; 

 

T. Recognition that the existing fence does not constitute any type of 

eyesore or nuisance; 

 

U. Recognition that, under the circumstances, denial of the Application 

could potentially  be viewed, by some, as arbitrary; 

 

V. Recognition of some public support for the proposal; and 

 

W. Recognition that Approval of the within Application will not cause any 

quality of life issues for the Applicants or surrounding homeowners.  

• Those Board Members who were not inclined to approve the Application, 

advanced arguments which included, but were not necessarily limited to, 

the following: 

A. A concern that Municipal Permits and Approvals should have been 

obtained prior to the installation of the fence (although with further 

recognition that the failure to obtain Municipal Permits and Approvals, 

in advance, cannot be a basis for the ultimate denial of the Application); 

 

B. A concern that legal standards/burdens for Bulk Variance relief are quite 

stringent – and, in the within situation, the Applicants did not satisfy the 

prevailing requirements; 

 

C. A concern that the lay testimony presented in support of the Application 

was not sufficient to justify approval; 

 

D. A concern regarding the absence of any professional testimony 

presented in support of the variance request, and the impact any such 

variance would have on the site, the community, and the Borough as a 

whole; 

 

E. A concern that, respectfully, at times, the Applicants did not provide 

thorough, complete, or reasonably coordinated testimony on some 

aspects of the proposal; 

 

F. A concern that, in some aspects, the Applicants’ collective testimony 

was incomplete and/or inconsistent; 

 

G. A concern that there was some inconsistent information presented as to 

where the fence is actually located, and how far the same was actually 

extended; 

 



H. A concern that while the health and safety of all (including small 

children) is of paramount importance, the subject fence can be installed 

and located in a zoning-compliant location (i.e. without the need for any 

type of Variance); 

 

I. A concern that the non-conforming aspect of the fence (i.e. that portion 

of the fence located in the Front Yard Area), can be removed/eliminated 

without endangering any children/people;  

 

J. A concern that the most steeply sloped area of the Applicants’ property 

is located in the rear of the property and at the side of the property and 

further recognition that a fence can be located thereon, provided 

appropriate municipal permits are obtained; 

 

K. A concern that a compliant fence (i.e. a fence not located in the Front 

Yard Area of the property) would still adequately protect children (and 

others) from the more severely sloped areas of the property; 

 

L. A concern that the portion of the existing fence (i.e. the portion of the 

fence not located in the Front Yard Area) can sufficiently protect 

children (and others) from the more severely sloped area of the site; 

 

M. A concern that the fence placed along the western property line (per the 

Survey) (i.e. in the rear of the site and in the side yard area), is sufficient 

to protect children (and others) from the more severe slopes, and still 

comply with the prevailing Zoning regulations, without the need for any 

type of Variance; 

 

N. A concern that the fence along the western property line (per the 

Survey), with the angled extension / return of the same (which currently 

exists, per the Survey), is compliant with prevailing Zoning regulations 

and also protects individuals (including children) from the more 

severely sloped portion of the property; 

 

O. A concern that a Zoning-compliant fence can adequately and safely 

protect children (and others) from the more severely sloped portion of 

the property; 

 

  



P. A concern that, if the Applicants so desired, the Applicants could install 

a zoning-compliant fence and place additional bushes/shrubs/ 

landscaping at the site to provide other / more / additional protection 

from the more severely sloped area (without having to obtain a 

Variance); 

 

Q. A concern that other reasonable options existed whereby the 

Applicants’ legitimate safety concerns could be reasonably addressed 

with a Zoning-compliant fence; 

 

R. A concern that Board Members/representatives essentially requested 

that the Applicants modify the existing fence to simultaneously a) 

provide protection against the more severely sloped portion of the site, 

and b) comply with the Zoning regulations – but that such a request was 

ultimately rejected by the Applicants; 

 

S. A concern that legitimate health and safety issues can be reasonably 

addressed without the need to violate the prevailing Zoning Ordinance; 

 

T. A concern that with relatively minor modifications, a portion of the 

already installed fence could be slightly relocated (i.e. the portion of the 

fence which is currently located in the Front Yard Area) to eliminate the 

need for any Variance relief; 

 

U. A concern that with relatively minimal modifications, the portion of the 

existing fence (which is located in the Front Yard Area) could be 

removed/eliminated so as to avoid the need for any Variance relief 

(which would allow the fence to be installed via an Administrative 

Zoning Permit, without any need for Variance relief and/or without any 

need for a Planning Board Hearing); 

 

V. A concern that a portion of the fence (i.e. that portion of the fence 

located in the Front Yard Area) seems to represent a personal preference 

of the Applicants; 

 

W. A concern that while the Applicants are certainly entitled to their own 

personal preferences / desires, such personal preferences/opinions / 

desires, in and of themselves, do not justify Bulk Variance relief; 

 

X. A concern that the Applicants did not sufficiently satisfy the relevant 

legal standards to justify Bulk Variance relief; 

 

Y. A concern that, under the circumstances, having a fence in the front yard 

area portion of the yard, in violation of the prevailing Zoning Ordinance, 

is not justified; 



Z. A concern that having a fence in the front yard area portion of the yard, 

in violation of the prevailing Zoning Ordinance, does not create any type 

of legally recognized hardship; 

 

AA. A concern that having a fence in the front yard area portion of the 

yard, in violation of the prevailing Zoning Ordinance, is not directly 

generated by any type of legally recognized hardship; 

 

BB. A concern that having a fence in the Front Yard Area portion of the 

yard, in violation of the prevailing Zoning Ordinance, is not directly 

generated by the size/shape/topography of the subject parcel;  

 

CC. A concern that the detriments associated with the non-conforming 

aspects of the proposal far outweigh any benefits otherwise associated 

with the proposal; 

 

DD. A concern that Approval of the within Application would constitute a 

negative and troubling precedent; 

 

EE. A concern that while each individual Application rises or falls on its 

own legal merits, Approving an Application, without sufficient 

testimony/evidence justifying the same, could, in fact, constitute a 

negative and troubling precedent; 

 

FF.      A concern that even with the imposition of reasonable Conditions, 

the Applicants did not satisfy the prevailing legal burdens necessary 

to justify Bulk Variance relief; 

 

GG. A concern regarding some public objections associated with certain 

aspects of the proposal; 

 

HH. A concern regarding the aesthetic issues associated with a non-

conforming fence located in a front yard area; 

 

II. A concern that the existence of a wooded area at the site, and the 

placement of some type of “sticky bushes” or some other type of 

landscaping / shrubbery could more reasonably address the potential 

health and safety concerns of the Applicants, without the need for any 

type of variance; 

 

JJ. A concern that, under the circumstances, it was not reasonable for the 

Applicants to extend the fence approximately 30 feet into the front 

yard area (in an area of the lot which is adjacent to the more gradual 

slopes); 

 



KK. A concern that the fence in the front yard area of the property is 

adjacent to the more gradual slopes of the property, thereby 

compromising the validity / effectiveness of some points of the 

Applicants’ overall arguments; 

 

LL. A concern that others have lived at the site, for a number of decades, 

with children and/or grandchildren, without having to have a non-

conforming fence in the front yard area; 

 

MM. A concern that, despite inferences to the contrary, Board Members can 

simultaneously be concerned with reasonable health and safety issues, 

and still, as a matter of law, be opposed to authorizing / legitimizing 

any violation of the Zoning Ordinance (without judicially-recognized 

reasons to do so); 

 

NN. A firm belief that no member of the Interlaken Planning Board has 

ever voted in a fashion which would unreasonably expose residents to 

health and/or safety concerns; 

 

OO. A concern regarding the lack of professional witnesses who could 

have more appropriately described the nature / impact of the variance 

relief requested; 

 

PP. A concern that while the Applicants’ financial interests might be 

adversely affected by the removal of a portion of an already existing 

fence, or portion thereof, financial issues, in and of themselves, do not 

justify Bulk Variance relief; 

 

QQ. A concern that the Applicants are not entitled to have their property 

utilized in the most economically rewarding fashion; 

 

RR. A concern that, under New Jersey law, the burden is on the Applicants 

to prove their case – and, respectfully, in the within situation, the 

appropriate legal burdens have not been satisfied; 

 

SS. A belief that there is nothing arbitrary, capricious, or unreasonable 

associated with the Board denial of the subject application. 

 

TT. A concern that New Jersey case law allows Board Members, within 

reason, to discount or reject all, or a portion of, testimony from the 

Applicants – and, in the within situation, some Members have 

discounted/rejected a portion of the Applicants’ testimony in support 

of the Variance request;  

 

UU. Recognition that Approval of the within Application will not 

compromise the overall aesthetic appeal of the neighborhood; 



 

VV. Recognition that Approval of the within Application will not 

compromise the neighborhood streetscape;  

 

WW. A concern that the more moderately sloped nature of the Applicants’ 

yard (in the front of the home) did not justify Variance relief for the 

placement of the fence in the Front Yard Area (in violation of the 

prevailing Borough Zoning Ordinance). 

 

XX. A concern that while the steep topography certainly justified a 

Zoning-compliant fence placed along a portion of the western 

property line (behind the house, and along the side the house), the 

western topography (in the front of the home) did not justify 

Variance relief;   

 

YY. A concern that Approval of the within Application does not 

represent sound planning; 

 

ZZ. A concern that Approval of the within Application, under the 

circumstances, does not represent a better overall Zoning alternative 

for the Borough of Interlaken; 

 

AAA. A concern that Approval of the within Application, under the 

circumstances, could cause substantial detriment to the public good; 

 

BBB. A concern that, under the circumstances, the testimony and evidence 

presented did not justify Bulk Variance relief; 

 

CCC. A concern that, under the circumstances, the subject site cannot 

accommodate the nature / extent / location of the Applicants’ non-

conforming fence; 

 

DDD. A concern that good sound planning should be consistent with, and 

stem from, the prevailing Zoning Ordinances; and 

 

EEE. A concern that, generally speaking, under sound zoning principles, 

zoning should occur via ordinance and not by variance. 

 

  

  



NON-UNANIMOUS DECISION 

 

• As indicated, there were a number of very legitimate reasons presented as 

to why some Board Members were of the opinion that the Application 

should be Approved, and while other Board Members were of the opinion 

that the Application should be Denied. 

 

• As is typical in many Development Application cases, some Board 

Members were conflicted and had both reasons to support the Application 

and reasons to Deny the Application. 

 

• All points of view were legitimate, sincere, considered, valued, and worthy 

of debate.  

 

• All points of view were respected. 

 

• The ultimate Board vote was not unanimous. 

 

• Specifically, five (5) members voted to deny the Application, while two (2) 

members voted to approve the Application. 

 

• A non-unanimous vote is not a signature of a disjointed, discombobulated, 

or weak Board. 

 

• Rather, the non-unanimous nature of the Board decision reinforces the 

independent, impartial, conscientious and thorough manner in which the 

Interlaken Planning Board reviews all applications. 

 

• The fundamental backbone of the American Democratic system is based on 

good faith public debate and good faith majority rule – and the within action 

of the Planning Board (and the process underlying the same) is consistent 

with the aforesaid concept. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

• Respectfully, sufficient testimony/evidence was not presented to justify the 

variance relief sought herein and therefore, the Application was Denied. 

 

• Though the Applicants were successful in convincing two (2) members of 

the Board to vote for the approval, the Applicants did not convince the 

majority of the Board Members to vote for approval. 

 

• The Board Members appreciate the Applicants’ commitment to the subject 

property and, by extension, commitment to the Borough of Interlaken. 

 



• As referenced during the Public Hearing process, it is sincerely hoped that the 

Applicants revise the proposal so that a zoning-compliant fence can be installed at 

the site which simultaneously addresses: 

 

A. Reasonable health and safety concerns; 

 

B. Aesthetic concerns; 

 

C. Functional concerns; and 

 

D. Zoning requirements. 

 

• It is hoped that after the within matter is resolved, that the Applicants enjoy the 

many assets, charm, and quaint vitality the Borough of Interlaken has to offer. 

 

Those who voted to deny the Application on March 16, 2026: Chairman Papp, Councilman 

Blasucci, Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro, Ms. Heinz 

 

Those who voted against the motion to deny the Application on March 16, 2026: Mr. 

Tilton, Mr. Wasilishen  

 

Ineligible: Ms. Umfrid  

 

Absent: Ms. Dalton and Ms. Kane  

 

UPON MOTION, the foregoing Resolution was offered by Ms. Heinz and seconded by 

Councilman Blasucci, and adopted by Roll Call Vote: 

IN FAVOR OF RESOLUTION: Chairman Papp, Councilman Blasucci, Ms. Heinz  
 
OPPOSED TO RESOLUTION: None  

ABSTAINED: Ms. Dalton, Ms. Kane  

INELIGIBLE: Vice Chairwoman Umfrid, Mr. Tilton, Mr. Wasilishen  

ABSENT: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro 

 



APPLICATION  
729 Fernmere Avenue  

Block 11/Lot13 

Hammond 

Gazebo  

 

An application was received on behalf of 729 Fernmere Avenue requesting approval from the Planning 

Board for construction of a roofed gazebo.   

 

Board Attorney Kennedy stated that he reviewed the Notice and determined the notice was sufficient and 

the Board can take jurisdiction of the matter.  

 

The following documents were marked into evidence:  

 

  Exhibit A-1: Application Packet  

Exhibit A-2: Architect Plan   

Exhibit A-3: Topographical Survey  

Exhibit A-4: Building Height Average  

Exhibit A-5: 2 Photographs  

Exhibit A-6: Leon S. Avakian Inc  

 
Board Attorney swore in Board Engineer Peter Avakian.  

 

Board Attorney swore in Applicant/Property Owner Arthur Hammond and Builder Chris Mott.  

 

Chairman Papp opened the floor to the Applicant for the presentation and review of their variance project.  

 

Mr. Hammond discussed 16x 22 covered gazebo and its intended use for family entertainment and grilling.  

He discussed the variance needed for impervious coverage. He testified that the maximum allowable cover 

is 25% and the addition of the gazebo would bring the coverage to 28.48%.  

 

Mr. Mott discussed the use of pavers and lack of full foundation in the gazebo that will allow the surface 

to be pervious. He testified regarding the installation of gutters which will allow for runoff into a tank so if 

there is any additional water, it will not impact on any neighboring properties. He testified to the design of 

the layout including a grill, refrigerator and a cooler. 

 

Mr. Hammond explained the “sink” on the drawing is a cooler design for ice. A brief discussion was had 

regarding the utilities to the gazebo. There is only electricity. Mr. Hammond testified that there would be 

no water or gas running to the gazebo. The proposed fire pit is wood and not gas. 

 

Chairman Papp questioned the roof line. Mr. Mott explained that the roof has four pitch sides to center so 

there are no peaks.  

 

Vice-Chairwoman Umfrid questioned the lighting and sound systems. Mr. Mott testified that the gazebo is 

only 9 feet high and there is 12-inch panel that will run across the top to allow for all lighting to remain in 

the gazebo and not to reflect out onto any neighboring properties. Mr. Hammond answered that there will 

be no sound system installed.  

 

Vice-Chairwoman Umfrid expressed a concern that if the Hammond’s move there could be a new 

homeowner who may want to enclose the gazebo and try to make it living space. She questioned whether 



the homeowner would consider a provision that this structure would not be enclosed in the future such as a 

deed restriction. Mr. Hammond testified that he would agree to a deed restriction as a condition of approval.  

 

Borough Engineer Avakian discussed the new driveway ordinance for non-conforming homes. Mr. 

Hammond testified that there are no proposed changes to the driveway.  

 

With no further discussion by the Board, Chairman Papp opened the floor for public comment. With no 

comments made, he closed the floor.  

 

UPON MOTION, Ms. Kane approved, seconded by Ms. Heinz, carried the variance be granted for the 

Application of  729 Fernmere Avenue, Block 7, Lot 15 as shown on exhibits presented, any and all variances 

and conditions/stipulations, including but not limited to a deed restriction that states the gazebo will not be 

enclosed, will be set forth in the Resolution. The Resolution will be memorialized at the next scheduled 

Planning Board Meeting to be held on May 18, 2026.  

 

Ayes:      Chairman Papp, Vice-Chairwoman Umfrid, Councilman Blasucci, Mr. Tilton, Ms. Dalton. 

Mr. Wasilishen, Ms. Kane, Ms. Heinz,  

 

Nays:  None  

 

Absent: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

 

APPLICATION 
312 Bridlemere Avenue  

Block 33/Lot 4, 5, 6  

Hubert  

Pool  

 

An application was received on behalf of 312 Bridlemere Avenue requesting approval from the Planning 

Board for construction of a pool.  

 

Board Attorney Kennedy stated that he reviewed the Notice and determined the notice was sufficient and 

the Board can take jurisdiction of the matter.  

 

The following documents were marked into evidence:  

 

  Exhibit A-1: Application Packet  

Exhibit A-2: Pool Grading Plan   

Exhibit A-3: Average Setback Plan  

Exhibit A-4: Landscape Plan 

Exhibit A-5: Pool Detail  
Exhibit A-6: Soil Log  

Exhibit A-7: Survey  

Exhibit A-8: Zoning Denial Letter 

Exhibit A-9: 3 Photographs 

Exhibit A-10: Leon S. Avakian Inc Letter  

 

Board Attorney swore in Board Engineer Peter Avakian.  

 

Board Attorney swore in Applicant/Property Owner Christian Hubert and the Landscape Architect and 

Installer, Kyle Bughman.  



 

Chairman Papp opened the floor to the Applicant for the presentation and review of their variance project 

 

Mr. Hubert discussed his project of installing a 12x15 saltwater pool in his side yard. He testified that it is 

his intention not to disturb any of the surrounding properties or create any design that would detract from 

the aesthetic looks of the town. He testified to his hardship of having a property that runs between two 

streets, so he does not have a classified rear yard.  

 

 Mr. Hubert testified to the privacy and safety buffers he is going to put in place when choosing this location 

for his pool. He discussed the investment in plants and the mature trees he is going to plant to make the 

pool invisible from the street. He explained his choice in the use of permeable gravel and provided a sample 

for the Board. He included details about a minimal lighting plan that would only be contained to the pool 

itself, choosing salt water to not require backwashing disturbances, there will be no sound amplification 

around the pool area and no trees will be impacted in the installation of the pool.  

 

Mr. Bughman presented a landscaping plan marked into evidence as A13. He testified to the planting of 

100 various plants and 6 trees that will be of a more mature height when planted. This will provide full 

coverage of the pool from the street view. The submitted landscaping plan demonstrated how the plants and 

trees will fully enclose the pool area.  

 

Mr. Hubert concluded his presentation by reiterating the lack of rear yard hardship, how he made a pool 

change to avoid the seasonal groundwater issue, how the drainage will be addressed and the importance of 

keeping the aesthetics in line with the town and the restoration he did to his home.  

 

Chairman Papp asked for comments from Planning Board Engineer Avakian.  

 

Board Engineer Avakian shared that two variances were mitigated by removing the fence from the front 

yard and changing the depth of the pool to not affect the seasonal groundwater. He stated that Mr. Hubert’s 

testimony was very clear that they have a plan to minimize any effect of the pool being in the side yard. 

 

Councilman Blasucci stated that this was a great presentation for the application. He questioned the variance 

needed to increase the grade. A brief discussion was had regarding the raising of the grade an additional 

2.12 feet. Board Engineer Avakian stated that the grade increase can be categorized as minimal, especially 

with all the grading being done for the plantings and trees.  

 

Vice-Chairwoman Umfrid asked to confirm the variances were for pool location in the side yard and the 

pool elevation being 2 inches above grade. This was confirmed by the applicant and the Board Engineer.  

 

With no further discussion, Chairman Papp opened the floor for public comment. With no comments made 

by the public, Chairman Papp closed the floor.  

 

UPON MOTION, Councilman Blasucci approved, seconded by Ms. Dalton, carried the variance be granted 

for the Application of 312 Bridlemere Avenue Block 33 Lot 4,5, 6 as shown on exhibits presented, any and 

all variances and conditions/stipulations will be set forth in the Resolution. The Resolution will be 

memorialized at the next scheduled Planning Board Meeting to be held on May 18, 2026.  

 

Ayes:      Chairman Papp, Vice-Chairwoman Umfrid, Councilman Blasucci, Mr. Tilton, Ms. Dalton. 

Mr. Wasilishen, Ms. Kane, Ms. Heinz,  

 

Nays:  None  

 



Absent: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

 

MASTER PLAN CONSISTENCY REVIEW: Ordinance of the Borough of Interlaken Amending 

and Supplementing Chapter XIII “Swimming Pools to “Swimming Pools and Hot Tubs”  

 

Board Engineer Avakian provided a Consistency Determination Report stating that this Ordinance is 

consistent with the Master Plan. He indicated that the purpose of this plan is to help guide the use of 

remaining lands of the Borough of Interlaken and to assure its continued environment, protect the 

community’s quality and character, its public health, and safety, and promote general welfare.  

 

This ordinance has been one that the Council has been working on for multiple months. It helps to 

distinguish what a hot tub is and what a swimming pool is. It strongly defines the size of hot tubs as no 

more than one hundred square feet as measured along the surface of the water. It also defines above ground 

pools and prohibits them in the Borough.  

 

Chairman Papp stated that this is an important and impactful ordinance. The Board commended the Council 

for working to put this in place.  

 

OTHER BUSINESS: A brief discussion was had regarding the enforcement of the removal of the denied 

fence in the front yard. Board Attorney Kennedy and Borough Administrator/Board Secretary Farruggia 

explained the violation and fines process for the Borough. Board Attorney Kennedy indicated that it is the 

prerogative of the Code Enforcement Officer determining to wait until the 45-day appeal of the denial has 

ended before moving forward with violation letters or fines. Board Attorney Kennedy stated that many 

municipalities wait until there are no challenges before enforcement.  

 

NEW BUSINESS: Board Secretary Farruggia informed the Board that there is one applicant that has 

submitted an application for Engineering completeness review.  At this time there are multiple items needed 

before complete application is considered and a date scheduled to be heard.  

 

The next meeting is May 18, 2026 where the two applications that were approved tonight will be 

memorialized.  

 

There being no further business, and UPON MOTION of Councilman Blasucci, seconded by Mr. Tilton, 

carried that the meeting be adjourned.  

 
Ayes:      Chairman Papp, Vice-Chairwoman Umfrid, Councilman Blasucci, Mr. Tilton, Ms. Dalton. 

Mr. Wasilishen, Ms. Kane, Ms. Heinz,  

 

Nays:  None  

 

Absent: Ms. Kapp, Ms. Cernigliaro  

 

 

        ________________________________ 

Lori Farruggia, Board Secretary  


