
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

March 2, 2016
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening, March 2, 2016  at 7:00p.m., in the Municipal Building, 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:

Mr. Michael Cannilla, Chairman
Mr. Jeffrey Noss, Vice Chairman

Mr. Mark Iantosca

Mr. John Novalis 
Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio
Mr. James Gallina

Mr. Rick Zeien 

Members Absent:
Also Present:
Mr. Kurt Senesky, Esq., Board Attorney
Call to Order:

Mr. Cannilla, Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00p.m.

Statement of Adequate Notice:

Mr. Cannilla issued the following statement:

“I hereby announce and state that adequate notice of this meeting was provided by the Secretary of this Board by preparing a notice, specifying the time, date and place of this meeting; posting such notice on the bulletin of the Municipal Building; filing said notice with the Clerk of the Borough, forwarding the notice to the Florham Park Eagle, and forwarding, by mail and fax, the said notice to all persons on the request list, and that said notice will be included in the minutes of this meeting.  This action is in accordance with the N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et sec., “Open Public Meetings Act.”

Approval of Minutes:
Approval of Minutes from the February 17, Meeting.

Mr.  Iantosca made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr. Zeien.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the minutes.
D-Variance:
5.
Shaan Realty, LLC


Application #BOA15-17

84 Columbia Turnpike


preliminary & final site plan

Block 1003, Lot 5

Applicant is seeking approval for a gas fueling station/repair facility  with a canopy.
Carried from the February 17, 2016 meeting.

Steven Azzolini, Esq. represented the applicant.  He stated that at the last meeting, the Board Attorney was authorized to prepare a positive resolution.

John Palus, Engineer for the project, was still under oath.  He stated that the lighting detail and the sign exhibit were submitted as requested.  

Mr. Azzolini said that the canopy roof shingles and the building roof shingles will match.  They will replace the building roof shingles to accomplish this.  Also to be replaced are the fascia, trim, and downspouts.  


A-5:
Photo rendering of proposed site.  

The stockade fence will be replaced with a 6 foot board on board fence in an earth tone color.


A-6:
Proposed sign exhibit

The sign is 15 feet high.  There is a 2 foot clearance from the berm  and  4 feet  from the ground level.   Total sign height remains at 15 feet.   The existing sign is 17 feet so the new sign will be lower.

Mr. Azzolini stated that procedurally, there is no further testimony.  He summarized that his client accommodated the Board’s request s and they are ready for the Board to act.
Mr. Senesky stated that he recommends that the Board act on the application, however, the resolution should be approved at the next meeting.

Mr. Cannilla informed the public that there is a photo rendering  of the site  as well as the sign amendment.  They can view these exhibits and then he will take questions on these elements only.  The public can comment on the application as well.

Mr. Novalis verified that they will repair or replace any parts of the building that need it.  He asked if the garage doors would be replaced.  He was happy with the matching roof color.  He asked them to please confirm the height of the fence that will be installed.

Mr. Chaudhary, property owner,  stated that the doors are behind the boards.  He does not know what condition they are in because they are boarded in the front.  When he removes the boards, he will evaluated them and  will replace them if needed.

Mr. Palus stated that it is a 6 foot, board on board fence that will be an earth tone color.

Mr. Chiarolanzio and Mr. Gallina were happy with the clean-up of the site and to see it operating again.

Mr. Zeien verified that the closing time will be 10:45p.m.  He is happy with the reduction of the sign size.
Doris Parker, 120 Crescent Road.  She was concerned with the large air conditioner that sticks out of the office space building.  Can they make it more attractive?  She also asked if the Crescent Road side will be landscaped.
Mr. Cannilla stated that the air conditioner will be needed.  It is in the wall.  If it needs to be replaced, it will likely be more compact.  He verified that there will be a landscape berm  along part of Crescent Road in lieu of a fence.

Tom Shepard, 109 Crescent Road. He is no longer represented by council.   He does not think that the sign needs a panel that says repair garage.  He is opposed to that.  He stated that the sign does not belong in the proposed location.  It violates the 40 foot triangle and is in the right-of-way.  It enhances the commerciality of the area.  He said that from Columbia turnpike and Vreeland Road, you can see the old sign but cannot see the new sign because it is blocked.  It is better suited in the original location.
Mr. Cannilla said that the Board engineer and traffic engineer felt that the new sign location it is a more appropriate location.  

Mr. Shepard said that he would like to argue the canopy variance.
 Mr. Senesky stated that canopy testimony has completed and the public has had an opportunity to question that, but he will allow the comments.

Mr. Shepard said the canopy is one more enhancement of commerciality of the corner and he is against it.  It will look like Route 10 and it cheapens the neighborhood.  We want the application toned down.
Mr. Cannilla responded that he understands that the canopy will change the character of the property to some extent.   However, the public must understand that the applicant can open this gas station tomorrow without offering anything.  He is permitted to do that.  With the canopy, we are getting a series of  improvements.  We must balance this.
Will Block, 2 Crescent Road.  Will there be new signage over the bays?  LED lights on canopy?  He is concerned with spill.  He wanted confirmation that the lights will be off at 10:45 p.m.
Mr. Azzolini stated that the signage over the bays will only be what is existing.  The canopy lights are LED.

Mr. Senesky stated that their testimony is that there will be no spillage onto residential properties.  The Engineer will check this.  The hours of operation are from 6:00am to 10:45 p.m.

Carole Anderson, 21 Hopping Lane.  She suggested mini splits for the air conditioner.  She is concerned with the canopy and the lighting.  She is on the Town Center Task Force with Michael Mehl who is a lighting expert.  While this property is outside of their jurisdiction, she felt it was important for him to review the lighting.  Mike Sgaramella was supposed to get the plan to him.  He could not be here tonight but she has a few notes from her conversation with him.  She said that a canopy will have indirect light bounce.  If there must be a canopy, calculations must reflect the bounce in all directions.  It also will cause ambient sky glow.  A canopy is not suitable for a residential neighborhood.  It will light the sky and we will not be able to see the sky.  She doesn’t want the resolution approved until next month so Mike Mehl can weigh in.
Mr. Cannilla stated that there has been testimony about the lighting.  The Engineer will validate any light spill.  He is not sure he completely understands her statements since the canopy will keep the lights down.

Jon Parker, 120 Crescent Road. What if they don’t turn the lights off at 10:45p.m.?  He agrees that the canopy cheapens the area and the lights will shine in people’s window.
Mr. Senesky stated that it then becomes an enforcement issue by the Zoning Officer.

Mr. Cannilla said the lighting levels must meet what has been testified to by the applicants.

There were no other comments.

Mr. Cannilla clarified that there will be a 10 foot strip of asphalt on the north side that will be removed and replaced with grass pavers or loose gravel.  Two out buildings will be removed as well.
Mr. Senesky will add the exhibits to the resolution.

Mr. Novalis said he is satisfied with the application.  The site will be more attractive and the canopy is needed for employees and safety.  Efforts were made to tone the project down as best as possible.
Mr. Noss said that he is satisfied with all the improvements.  The gas station pre-dates most of the homes in the area and it is clear that it was there.  People must be aware of their surroundings when they buy real estate.

Mr. Chiarolanzio is happy that the property will be cleaned up.  He does not think that it will be a detriment and appreciates the efforts by the applicant.

Mr. Zeien agreed that it is a balancing act.  The site is in terrible shape right now.    He is sympathetic, but if nothing was done, it would be worse.  We will get a nice looking corner with the canopy. The Engineer will verify the lighting.

Mr. Cannilla said that he is not a fan of the canopy, but the corner is dilapidated and it is not in our best interest to leave it as it is.  The applicant wants a nice space and he will provide this.  We will get a nice corner.  We live in a day where canopies are the norm and something the that customer wants.  He is not convinced that the lighting will be intrusive.  The public input has made the application better and he appreciates that.
Seeing no other comments, he called for a motion on the application.

Mr. Iantosca made a motion to approve the application, second by Mr. Novalis.

Roll:  Iantosca, yes;  Novalis, yes;  Cannilla, yes;  Noss, yes;  Gallina, yes;  Chiarolanzio, yes;  Zeien, yes.
C-Variance:
6.
Anthony Abruzzo



Application # BOA15-21

20 Woods End Road


excess building coverage, rear yard setback


Block 3502, Lot 2



side yard and front yard setback

Applicant is seeking approval for setback deficiencies and excess building coverage in connection with a 2nd story addition and garage addition.

Rosemary Stone-Dougherty represented the applicant.  The request is to expand an existing ranch and add a second story.  There are 4 variances of which 3 are pre-existing conditions. Fred Meola will testify as the engineer and the planner.  Mr. Meola was sworn in.

Mr. Senesky clarified that the existing deck on the rear of the home is being removed.

Mr. Meola described the site.  It is a one story ranch with a 1 ½ garage.  There is a roof covered porch and a deck in the rear.  There is also a shed on the property which will be removed.  The site is 15,001 square feet .  There is a small, pre-existing violation of the rear yard setback requirement which will remain unchanged.  A two story home is what is being proposed.

A-1:
Photo array of nearby neighborhood homes

Mr. Meola described the photos and their proximity to the subject home.  Many homes have been expanded or demolished and rebuilt.  
The plan is to construct a 2nd floor addition.  They are seeking variances for the following:

· front yard setback to be 35.3 where 40 is required.

· side yard setback to be 5.8 where 10 feet is required.

· rear year pre-existing at 50.9 feet where 52.9 feet is required (unchanged)

· building coverage to be 15.6 to  17.5% (due to front porch)

The total improved lot coverage will be reduced from 25.4% to 23.3% due to the removal of the deck and the shed.

Ms. Stone Dougherty stated that the applicant realizes that there is give and take and a balancing act and they are willing to give up those elements in order to get the front porch.

Mr. Chiarolanzio asked how the homeowner would get out to the back yard if they removed the deck. 
Danielle Abruzzo was sworn in.  She stated that there is a set of steps underneath the deck that would be used.

Mr. Novalis commented that the drawings are not to scale.  The door in the back is 4 feet higher than the grade.

Mr. Meola acknowledged that and stated that although he has not seen the steps since it is concealed by the deck, there is a good chance that there is no landing.  Since there are 2 doors, they may need to add 32 square feet  for each door (64sqft), making the total building coverage to be 17.86%.
Mr. Cannilla also pointed out that the site plan depicts a driveway that will not meet the proposed garage door.  This will increase the lot coverage by 30-40 square feet.

Ms. Stone Dougherty stated that the lot coverage will still be less than what it is today.

Mr. Cannilla stated that the side yard setback is a real challenge for him.  Those numbers are rarely requested.  He is trying to be sympathetic but he does not see the hardship.  He often hears complaints from residents that the homes are too close even when they are conforming to the ordinance.

Ms. Stone Dougherty stated that her neighbor on the garage side where the setback issue is could not be here today.  But she stated that they have no objection to it.  There is a lot of shrubbery that shields that side which will remain.  A two car garage is a necessity in today’s world.
Ms. Abruzzo said that they bought the home with the understanding it was a 2 car garage but it really is only 1 ½ car garage.  She has always had a 2 car garage and need it for protection from the elements.  
Regarding the porch, she said that her mother always wanted a front porch.  Her mother and father now lives with her and she wants to provide this for her.  She said that Florham Park is their home. Her husband was raised here and has his business here.   Many homes are being torn down and rebuilt much larger.

Ms. Abruzzo again stated that no neighbors had any objections.  She will install fencing and even more mature bushes if needed.
Mr. Iantosca asked what would happen if the adjacent home wants to also put a 2 car garage in?  What happens to the screening that is there?
Ms. Stone Dougherty said that her client is willing to provide additional screening.

Mr. Senesky asked Mr. Meola if any area homes have this setback.  Mr. Meola stated that they do not.

Mr. Novalis asked what the existing garage door size.  Mr. Meola said approximately 15-16 foot.

Mr. Meola said the orientation of the home makes it difficult to work with.  The home is situated parallel to the street (Woods End) and not the actual lot.  

Mr. Noss stated that this is a very large home that is proposed to be built.  He asked the square footage and was told that the first floor is 2366 square feet with the garage.  He estimated that the total square footage for both stories could be 5000 square feet .  He said these are large spaces to work with and they must work with what they have.  He asked if they can shrink the project by 5% or 10%.  This could provide a more reasonable  setback.

Mr. Cannilla discussed some optional floor plans that may be possible, including shifting the garage to the other side.  He said that side yard setbacks are a huge issue as is coverage.  He explained that all variances run with the land so the Board tends to be guarded when granting them.

Break:  8:45pm-8:55pm

Ms. Stone Dougherty said that the home is not 5000 square feet, but may be 4000 square feet.  She proposed moving the garage back 3 feet and cutting it down to 22 feet.  This may get them closer to 8 feet for the setback in the worst corner.  At least half of the garage would be compliant.
Mr. Novalis asked if the garage could be made to be 21 feet.

Mr. Cannilla said that his 2 car garage is 22 feet measured from the outside and it can work.  He said that the applicant is moving in the right direction.  He suggested that the architect look at the front porch to see if it can be made a bit more narrow without giving up the functionality they want.

Mr. Noss asked if they were putting a roof over the back door, and they stated that they were not.

Mr. Gallina wants to see new drawings.

Mr. Novalis agreed that the side yard setback is a very sensitive issue.
Ms. Stone-Dougherty requested that the application be carried to April 6, 2016 without further notice.

Mr. Iantosca made a motion to carry the application to April 6, 2016 second by Mr. Novalis.

7.
Domenic Verrico



Application # BOA16-1

4 Elmwood Road



excess building & lot coverage, rear yard setback


Block 4004, Lot 3

Applicant is seeking approval for excess building and lot coverage, plus rear-yard setback in connection with an addition where a deck exists.

Upon the request of the applicant, the application was rescheduled to the March 16, 2016 meeting with no further notice.

On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m.
Marlene Rawson






March 2, 2016
Board Secretary
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