
Zoning Board of Adjustment

Regular Meeting Minutes

March 5, 2014
The Regular meeting of The Borough of Florham Park Board of Adjustment was called to order on Wednesday evening, March 5, 2014 at 7:30p.m., in the Municipal Building, 111 Ridgedale Avenue, Florham Park, New Jersey.
Members Present:

Mr. Michael Cannilla, Chairman

Mr. Jeffrey Noss, Vice Chairman
Mr. Lambert Tamin

Mr. Mark Iantosca

Mr. Martin Chiarolanzio (1st Alternate)

Mr. John Novalis (2nd Alternate)

Members Absent:
Mr. Russ Corrao 

Mr. James Gallina

Mr. Matthew DeAngelis 

Also Present:

Mr. Kurt Senesky, Esq., Board Attorney
Call to Order:

Mr. Cannilla, Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.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 19, 2014 Meeting.
Mr.  Noss made a motion to approve the minutes, second by Mr. Iantosca.

Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the minutes.

Resolution of Approval:


John Novalis




Application #BOA14-2


74 Roosevelt Blvd



front yard setback


Block 2906, Lot 38

Applicant is seeking approval for construction of a portico over the front porch.
Mr.  Iantosca made a motion to approve the resolution, second by Mr. Tamin.
Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to approve the resolution.

C – Variance:


Paul Fiorello




Application #BOA13-14


201 Brooklake Road



excessive lot coverage, building 

Block 2101, Lot 6



coverage

Applicant is seeking approval to construct an in-ground pool, patio, and cabana.

Carried from the January 15, 2014 meeting without further notice.

Applicant has requested that the matter be carried to the April 16, 2014 meeting without further notice.

Mr. Iantosca made a motion to carry the application to the April 16, 2014 meeting without further notice, second by Mr. Chiarolanzio.

8.
William F. Ramonas Family Dynasty Trust
Application #BOA14-1

17 Woods End Road




excessive lot coverage


Block 3004, Lot 5

Applicant is seeking approval for excessive lot coverage in connection with the construction of a new home.

 Douglas Coleman, AIA,  and Mr. Ramonas who is the owner of the property, were sworn in.

Mr. Coleman described the existing dwelling that is on the property.  He believes that the  home is an illegal two-family.  It does not meet code.  It has six bedrooms and 3 bathrooms.  The home was occupied by an elderly couple who have since died, and is in total disrepair.

After thoroughly examining renovation options with this client, Mr. Coleman stated that they agreed that the most sensible choice was to demolish the existing home and build another home.


Exhibit A-1 – color rendering of proposed home

The proposed home is a cottage style 3 bedroom home.  It has 2 ½ baths, living room, dining room, kitchen and family room.  There is a total of 2858 square feet of living space.   The plan also calls for a large, detached two-car garage. 

The lot is undersized, and has a non-conforming width.  The proposed plan has respected the setbacks, but variances are needed for lot coverage and building coverage.
The existing total building coverage is a non-conforming 19.5%  and they are seeking to expand that to 20.5%.  The existing lot coverage is also non-conforming at 46.2%.  They will reduce that to 42%.  
Mr. Coleman stated that Mr. Ramonas lives next door to this property on the left side.  He has been a resident for 43 years.  His daughter lives across the street.  He would like to build this home for his other daughter.


Exhibit A-2 – photos of homes in the neighborhood
Mr. Coleman showed the Board photos of the homes in the neighborhood.  They  are well kept and range in size from 1700 square feet to more than 5000 square feet.  Most of them have a detached 2 car garage.  He feels that this home will fit in nicely with the flavor of the neighborhood and have a positive impact for the neighborhood.
Mr. Coleman reviewed the plan package that was distributed to the Board.  He added that all storm water will be managed by a dry well system.

The lot is narrow, but the house complies.  However, the detached garage has been added into the building coverage which created the need for both a lot coverage and building coverage variance.  He testified that the engineer included all roof overhangs in the building coverage percentage numbers.  However, only percentages have been given, and not square footage numbers. 
Mr. Coleman has square footage numbers but they are the architectural measurements and do not go to the end of the overhangs.
Mr. Coleman stated that a two car garage is necessary and standard in today’s home market.  The homeowner needs the space for cars and outdoor items.  In addition, it is essential for resale purposes.  Mr. Coleman stated that the garage is 625 square feet.  

Mr. Cannilla stated that the garage seems to be larger than that after he measured it.  He also informed Mr. Coleman that the size of the garage warrants another variance since it is more than 600 square feet. Mr. Coleman agreed to reduce the size of the garage to 600 feet to eliminate the need for a variance.
Mr. Coleman also clarified that there is a proposed walkway from the back of the house to the garage.  There is a small round patio in the rear.  In the front, there is a walkway from the driveway to the house.
Mr. Cannilla verified that the applicant did not approach the rear neighbors about acquiring some of their property since they are oversized parcels.
Mr. Coleman stated that this is a pre-existing home and not a vacant lot.

Mr. Cannilla suggested moving the garage forward so the amount of driveway pavement could be reduced.

Mr. Coleman said that this would create the need for multiple maneuvers in order to get the car out of the driveway.  It could be reduced by around 5 feet but that would not impact the variance by much.

Mr. Noss asked if the house  was 35 feet high as indicated. Mr. Coleman stated that number is incorrect and that it should be 27.7 feet high.  The garage is 14 feet 10” high.  
Mr. Cannilla questioned the size of the back porch.  Mr. Coleman stated that it is 24 ft. 10 inches, but approximately 26 feet to the overhangs.  
Mr. Cannilla noted that the actual dimensions are not clear to him and there are   inconsistencies in the calculations.  He is not comfortable not knowing what is actually being presented.    Mr. Coleman’s measurements do not match the engineer’s calculations.

Mr. Coleman stated that he will guarantee that his percentage numbers would be what is being asked for and he will make any modifications to meet those numbers. He did not think that he needed to bring the engineer tonight, but he knows now he should have.
Mr. Cannilla  stated that this is a large variance request from the zoning requirements.

Mr. Coleman said that the lot size is creating the variances.  He stated that the existing  home is larger than what he is proposing and is in poor condition.  A denial of this application would result in that home remaining.  

Mr. Coleman understands that the Board is uneasy  not having actual numbers.  He offered to get the actual square footage for all the coverage.

 Mr. Noss said that the applicant knows what the lot size is when purchasing it and you should build accordingly.  This is only 15% below the size of the  R-15 zone lot size.
Mr. Cannilla said that hardship must be proven and gave examples of hardship as it pertains to variances.  He does not see a hardship just because the lot is undersized .  

Mr. Coleman stated that the new home is less building coverage that what presently exists on the property and they are making an existing condition better.
Mr. Senesky said that when trying to make a hardship case,  the reduced square footage would probably go towards the  negative criteria.  The undersized lot can contribute to positive.  He is not sure if this proposed house justifies the hardship because they could try to reduce the coverage.  The Board does not often see variance requests of this magnitude and he must understand that.
Mr. Coleman acknowledged the inconsistencies on the plan and he stated that they will work on reducing the improved lot coverage by decreasing the size of the elements.
Mr. Cannilla noted that the home and garage are generously sized and perhaps they need to be more conservative in keeping with the size of the parcel. Big homes should be on a large property.
Mr. Coleman wanted more direction on what would be acceptable to the Board.  He does not feel that this is a large home compared to what is being built on other lots. Mr. Coleman and his client both indicated that this is a nicer home than what is currently there.  He wanted a percentage number that the Board would be comfortable with.

Mr. Cannilla stated that he cannot give him a number and they also would not be permitted to. Something should be done the amount of lot coverage because this a large variance.  He recommended trying to reduce the lot coverage and building coverage.

Other Board members thought that the home is a great design but it needs to be smaller.

Mr. Cannilla also said that the engineer’s calculations should be somewhat consistent with Mr. Coleman’s.
Mr. Coleman requested that the application be carried to the April 2, meeting without further notice.  He confirmed that plans will be delivered 10 days prior to that.
Mr.  Chiarolanzio made a motion to carry the application to the April 2, 2014 meeting without further notice, second by Mr. Noss .

Roll Call:  On a roll call vote all members present and eligible voted to carry the application.

On a motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.
Marlene Rawson





March 5, 2014
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